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Ill a Foreword. [English ed. VII] 
Foreword. 

In this second volume of dogmatics, the Christian doctrines of 
saving grace, of Christ's person and work, of faith, of the origin of faith 
and of justification by faith come to the presentation, on the task and 
method of a coherent presentation of Christian doctrine I have spoken 
about in the preface to the first volume. In the presentation of the 
teachings which form the content of this second volume, I also 
endeavored to offer a presentation which is modern in the right sense. 
By this I of course do not mean an "orientation" of dogmatics to the 
"modern consciousness of time” or the "modern world view". These 
are "fluctuating values", as even the liberal theological camp has 
conceded. A properly modern, "up-to-date" representation of Christian 
doctrine must have two main characteristics. {| First of all, it must be 
"oriented" only to God's Word, in that particular sense that God's Word 
is its only source of knowledge. This is part of a truly modern 
dogmatics, because the word which the Holy Spirit spoke through the 
apostles and prophets and is now available in written form in Sacred 
Scripture is the only principium cognoscendi of Christian truth, not 
only for the apostolic age but for the Christian Church until the Last 
Day, that is, precisely also for the nineteenth and twentieth centuries." 
Christ himself expressly says that the knowledge of Christian truth is 
only conveyed by abiding by his Word,” and his Apostle declares that 
everyone is darkened and knows nothing (tet0wo tar pndév 
éTAOTEUEVOG) Who does not abide by the sound words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. If in more recent times also Protestant dogmatists expressly 
reject Holy 


1) Joh. 17:20; Eph. 2:20. 2) Joh. 8:31-32. 3) 1 Tim. 6:3-4. 
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Scripture as the only source of dogmatic exposition and want to 
substitute for it the “Christian consciousness of faith” or the “Christian 
experience,” they thereby in principle renounce the sure knowledge of 
Christian truth, and at the same time they lose the characteristic of 
being modern in the proper sense. Only by sticking to the Word of 
Scripture as the only source of knowledge and therefore also the only 
norm of Christian doctrine do we really stand "at the height of time” in 
every century, in every year, on every day, at every hour, except for the 
hour when the Lord comes and transforms faith in his Word into seeing 
it face to face. The word of human teachers, be it the word of 
individuals or the word of entire ecclesial fellowships, even in the case 
of complete conformity with Christ's Word, can always be considered 
only as a witness to divine truth, never as the source of it. {[ In the 
second place, it is part of a dogmatics which is modern in the right 
sense of the word that it enters into the closest relationship with the 
"ecclesial movement" not only of the past but also of the present. By 
this I mean that dogmatics must represent and assert the divine truth 
revealed for all times in Scripture, in contrast to the human errors of 
not only past times but also of our own time. To give an example: the 
"ecclesiastical movement" of the present has brought to the surface a 
strange "ecclesial direction". It is this direction that makes it "in the 
present state of science" impossible, | after the event of Christ (Jn 
10:35), to hold Scripture to be God's infallible Word for any longer, 
and thus to use it as the sole source and norm of Christian teaching. 
The representatives of this trend believe to be able to seize the divine 
truth more surely and more certainly, if they draw it from their own 
inner being instead of from the Holy Scriptures, and orientate 
themselves towards their own inner being. A dogmatic understanding 
with this direction is not possible, because contra principium (namely 
the Sola Scriptura) negantem disputari non potest [no disputation when 
the principle, i.e. Holy Scripture, is denied]. The confrontation with this 
trend also takes place 
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in this part of dogmatics in such a way that the "science" to which one 
refers is shown as unscientific self-deception, specifically as illogical. 

At first sight it might seem strange that Christology, especially the 
doctrine of Christ's person, has been given a somewhat broad scope in 
its presentation. I myself thought of limitation, but then dropped the 
idea for several reasons. First of all, it is a fact that modern theology, 
even in a positive direction, has mostly explicitly abandoned the 
enhancement of the human nature of Christ, that is, the Incarnation of 
the Son. ” Then we have to reckon with the further fact that the 
Lutheran Church of America lives in a Reformed environment. The 
dogmatic works of such important Reformed dogmatists as Charles 
Hodge and William Shedd are also widespread in our circles. In these 
works, however, the Christology of the Lutheran Church is fiercely 
opposed, sometimes fanatically. Luther is portrayed as a confused 
Christologist, and the doctrine of the Formula of Concord is almost 
mocked as a collection of contradictory sentences. *) So I felt it was 
necessary to follow the Reformed objections as far as possible into all 
corners and to show them not only as contradictory to Scripture but 
also as contradictory to one’s own Reformed standpoint. 

The detailed presentation of the doctrine of the origin of faith or of 
conversion should be acceptable to everyone. Firstly, in view of the 
long struggle that has been waged over this doctrine in the American 
Lutheran Church, and secondly, in view of the fact that 

. Nothing is more familiar to modern 
theology, even in a positive direction, than the phrase that before 
conversion, man's ability to decide for or against grace must be 
preserved. The realization that this sentence denies the scriptural 
doctrine of sin and grace and places oneself on Erasmus' platform 
against Luther and = 


4) Dormer, Geschichte der protestantischen Theologie, p. 875. 
5) Hodge, Systematic Theology, Il. 407-418. 
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this realization has been lost to wide circles. I have therefore made an 
effort to compile the objections of synergism to monergism in their 
entirety and to show their groundlessness. 

That the articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae, the doctrine of 
justification, is set forth in detail needs no excuse, because all scriptural 
doctrines are either antecedens or consequent upon this doctrine, and 
all heresies are either directly or indirectly contrary to this article. | 

The doctrines presented in the second and third volumes have been 
discussed in detail by me in synodical discourses, in the journals of the 
Synod, in lectures to students and in individual writings. It will 
therefore not be interpreted badly if I refer to these works from time to 
time in the dogmatic presentation. The third volume will, God willing, 
be published in a few months. Due to certain circumstances, the first 
volume will appear last. 

Soli Deo Gloria! 


St. Louis, Mo., August 1917. 
F. Pieper. 
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Christianity and the Lutheran Church. [p. 10] 

3. The Attributes of Saving Grace, p. 17 [Attributes of Saving Grace, pg 18] Grace 
is a. Not absolute grace based on God's power perfection, but grace in 
Christ, that is, for Christ's vicarious satisfaction, b. General grace. [p. 21] 
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I. The Doctrine of Christ's Person. [p. 57] 

Summary presentation, p. 58 [The Doctrine of the Person of Christ, pg 56]. 

The True Deity of Christ, p. 61 [The True Deity of Christ, pg 59] Scripture as 
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the Deity of Christ. 

The True of Humanity Christ, p. 67 [The True Humanity of Christ, pg 67] Scripture 
as opposed to the various deviations from Scripture. Peculiarities of the 
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VUl > Table of Contents. [English ed. XT] 


The personal union (unio personalis), p. 92 [The Personal Union , p. 85]. The 
uniqueness of this union in contrast to all the other unions of God with 
creatures. The rejection of the various substitutes for the unio personalis, 
p. 97 [English ed. - see pg 88]. The christological theories of the modern age 
in their deviation from the doctrine of Scripture, p. 114 [The Personal Union 
and the Christological Theories of Modern Theology, p. 103]. Half and whole 
kenoticists, the autohypostatists. Open and hidden opponents of the "two- 
nature doctrine". The unscientific character of the opposition, p. 128 
[English ed. - see pg 114]. 

The communion of natures (communio naturarum), p. 133. {The Communion 
of Natures, p. 118] The communio naturarum is nothing apart from and 
beside the unio personalis, p. 134 [The Reason for the Special Discussion of 
the Communion of Natures, p. 118] The denial of the communion of natures 
by the Reformed implies a self-contradiction and a denial of the 
statements of Scripture, p. 136 [Critique of the Denial of the Communion of 
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Christ's human nature, such as being born, suffering. Dying. Nestorius, 
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the human nature form one person, the attributes which essentially belong 
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attributes according to the divine nature, the human attributes according 
to the human nature," The scripturality of this description, p. 161. [English 
ed. p. 146] Evaluation of the deniers of the first genus, p. 164. [Critique of 
the Denial of the First Genus, p. 147] Practicing retractions of the denial of 
the first genus, p. 167. [English ed. p. 150] [The Abstract Ways of Speaking 
in the First Genus of Communication of the Attributes, p. 169]. [Abstract 
Terms in the Genus,. 151]. 

The Second Genus of the Communication of Attributes (genus maiestaticum), p. 
169 [The Second Genus of the Communication of Attributes, p. 152] Causes the 
establishment of this genus: the separation of the predicates of the divine 
nature from the human nature of Christ (Finitum non est capax infiniti) 
[“The finite is not capable of the infinite”], by the Reformed. This 


separation includes both a self-contradiction in itself and a contradiction 
against those general statements of Scripture [p. 174] that cover the 
communication of all divine attributes to human nature, p. 171 [The Second 
Genus of the Communication of Attributes, p. 152] But Scripture also teaches 
in a special way the communication of the individual divine attributes to 
the human nature of Christ. 

The communicated Omnipotence. Doctrine of the Scriptures in 
consideration of the states of Christ, p. 176 [Communicated Omnipotence, p. 
158]. 

The communicated Omniscience. Doctrine of the Scriptures in 
consideration of the states of Christ, p. 179 [Communicated Omniscience, p. 
162]. 

The communicated Omnipresence. Concentrated contradiction of 
the Reformed and modern theologians against the Communicated 
Omnipresence, p. 183 [Communicated Omnipresence, p. 166] Proof that this 
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Ix 


= Table of Contents. [English ed. XI-XIT] 


contrary to Scripture, p. 184. [English ed. p. 167] Details concerning the 
communication of omnipresence: |. the manner of Christ's 
omnipresence according to human nature (modus omnipraesentiae), p. 
192 [English ed. p. 173] The delusion of local expansion. The scriptural 
doctrine of the at least threefold mode of being of Christ according to 
human nature: the spatial, nonspatial and the supernatural or divine 
mode of being (modus subsistendi). It is only according to the latter that 
Christ's human nature is omnipresent. 2. The Communicated 
Omnipresence and the Holy Communion, p. 210 [English ed. p. 190] The 
widespread legend that the doctrine of the Communicated Omnipresence 
was constructed by Luther to prove the real presence of the Body and 
Blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 3. The agreement of the Lutherans 
regarding the communicated omnipresence, p. 215 [English ed. p. 195] 
Alleged difference between Luther and Brenz on the one hand and 
Chemnitz and the Saxons on the other. 4. the notified omnipresence in 
the state of humiliation and exaltation, p. 227 [English ed. p. 205]. 

The Communicated Divine Honor. p. 237 [Communicated Divine Honor, 
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theology are based on the exaltation of the unio personalis, p. 237 
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The third Genus of the communication the divine Attributes [The Third 


Genus of the Communication of Attributes, p. 243] (genus apotelesmaticum). 
Cause for the establishment of this Genus: The human nature of Christ 
was to be separated in its action or work from the action or work of the 
divine nature, because the finite human nature could not be the organ for 


the activities of the infinite divine nature, p. 267. [p. 243] Proof that with 
this assertion the Reformed theology a. contradicts itself, b. Scripture. 

Definition of the third genus: "All the ministries which Christ has 
worked and still works as prophet, high priest and king for the salvation 
of mankind, he works according to both natures, in that each nature does 
not work what is peculiar to it separately from the other, but in constant 
communion with the other in one undivided act (actio Seavdpiyn). Proof 
that the Reformed theology, by denying this enjoyment a. contradicts 
itself, b. the Scriptures, p. 272 [English ed. p. 247]. 
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annuls the unique character of the prophetic, high priestly and royal 
office, p. 277. [p. 252] — The testimony of the ancient Church for the 
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Nestorianism Repudiated in the Third Genus, p. 268]. 

Summary Critique of Reformed Christology, p. 299 [Summary Critique of 
Reformed Christology, p. 271]. 
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[The Doctrine of the States of Christ, p. 280] 
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doctrine, especially Phil. 2:5 ff, p. 311. [The Nature of the humiliation and 
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Satisfaction, p. 351] Historical facts about the satisfactio vicaria, p. 422 
[Historical Notes on the Doctrine of the Vicarious Satisfaction, p. 356] More 
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and unscientific character, their practical uselessness, p. 429 [Some 
Modern Theories of the Atonement Examined, p. 361]. 
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Active Obedience of Christ, 372]. 
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378] 
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The Appropriation of Salvation Acquired by Christ. [p. 
#15|* 
[Application of Salvation, p. 397] 
(De gratia Spiritus S. applicatrice.) 


1. Summarizing presentation from calling to completion in eternal life, p. 473 


[Preliminary Survey, p. 397] 2. The outward arrangement of the individual 

parts of the salvation order. Unnecessary controversy about this, p. 499 

{Orderly Arrangement of the Doctrines Pertaining to the "Ordo Salutis", p. 419]. 
Saving Faith. p. 503 


Faith, in so far as it justifies and saves, has only the Gospel as its object., p. 


505; [1. The Sole Object 0} Saving Faith Is the Gospel, p. 423] is fiducia 
cordis, p. 508; [2. Saving Faith Is "Fiducia Cordis", p. 426] is fides specialis, 
p. 515; [3. Saving Faith Is "Fides Specialis", p. 431] is fides actualis, p. 517; 
[4. Saving Faith Is "Fides Actualis", p. 432] is only instrumental, p. 524; [5. 
The Function of Faith in justification, p. 437] is fides directa, p. 532; [6. Saving 
Faith Is "Fides Directa", p. 443] is certainty of grace. Faith and testimony of 
the Holy Spirit, p. 534; [7. Saving Faith Embraces the Assurance of Grace, 
Faith, and the Testimony of the Holy Ghost, p. 445] is faith in the word of 
grace, p. 535. [8. Saving Faith Is Trust in the Grace That is Offered to Us in the 
Gospel, p. 446] The faith of children, p. 537. [9. The Faith of Infants, p. 448] 
Faith in different meanings and terminology, p. 539. [10. On Me Meaning 
of be Term "Faith", p. 449] 


The origin of faith or conversion. [p. 542] 
[Conversion, p. 452] 


The apostasy from scripture within the Lutheran Church, p. 542. The nature of 


conversion (forma conversionis), p. 544. [1. The Nature of Conversion, p. 
454] The causative cause of conversion, p. 546. The Efficient Cause of 
Conversion, p. 455] The Means Through Which Conversion takes place, p. 550. 
[3. The Means Through Which God Effects Conversion, p. 459] The inner 
processes of conversion, p. 551. [4. The Inner Motions of Conversion, p. 459] 
Conversion is happening at the moment, p. 552. [5. Conversion Is 
Instantaneous, p. 461] Conversion can be prevented by man, p. 557. [6. Man 
Can Prevent His Conversion, p. 464] Transitive and Intransitive Conversion, 
p._558. [7. Transitive and Intransitive Conversion, p. 466] Continued 
Conversion, p. 559. [8. Continued Conversion, p. 466] Repeated Conversion, 
p. 560. [9. Re-Conversion particulars, p. 467] 


The objections against the sole effectiveness of God in conversion, p. 564 


ff. [10. Objections to Divine Monergsm in Conversion, p. 471 


The alleged reasons against the sole effectiveness of God: 1. faith is demanded 


by God, p. 564 [Argument |: Since God requires men to believe..., p. 471] 
2. without the acceptance of a cooperation or a right behavior on the part 
of man conversion is a compulsion, p. 566 [Argument 2: Unless man 
assists in bringing about his conversion ..., p. 472] 3. God gives the power 
to believe, but not the act of faith, p. 567. [Argument 3: God gives man 
the ability to believe but does not create the act of faith. p. 473] 4. If the 


Holy Spirit would work faith without human involvement, not man but 
the Holy Spirit would be the subject of faith, p. 568 [Argument 4: If the 
Holy Ghost were the sole author of faith, He, and not man, would be doing 
the believing. p. 474] 5. Because the reason for non-conversion is in man, 
there must be some reason for conversion in man, p. 569. [Argument 5: 
Since man can hinder his conversion, it follows that man can also co- 
operate towards his conversion..., p. 474-5] 6. The "moral character" of 
conversion requires human participation in his conversion, p. 571. 
[Argument 6: If one does not co-operate in his conversion, conversion is 
not a "moral" process. p. 476] 7. Conversion as a "free" process includes 
human participation, p. 573. [Argument 7: Man acts as a free agent in his 
conversion. p. 477] 8. The natural righteousness (probitas naturalis, 
iustitia civilis) forms a kind of preparation for conversion, p. 574. 
[Argument 8: Natural probity, civil righteousness prepare men for 
conversion. p. 478] 9. The ability to use the means of grace is to be 
understood as a contribution to conversion, p. 575 [Argument 9: Natural 
man is able to make use of the means of grace, say the synergists as they argue 
against the monergism of the Holy Ghost. p. 479] 

The real reasons for combating God's sole efficacy in conversion: 1. the 
inherent opinio legis that man can and must do something to return to 
God's community of grace, p. 581; [The True Reason for Opposing Divine 
Monergism in Conversion, p. 483] 2. in particular the attempted elimination 
of the crux theologorum why, with God's general earnest grace and the 
same total ruin of all men, not all men are actually converted. [p. 582] 
Luther, the Formula of Concord and the sixteenth century Lutheran 
theologians await 
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the answer to this question in eternal life; the Synergists and Calvinists 
answer this question in this life — the former by denying sola gratia, the 
latter by denying universalis gratia. [p.583] The difference between the 
earlier and later Lutheran theologians. [p. 586] The difference between 
the later Lutheran theologians and the Lutheran theologians of modern 
times. The correct position of individual theologians in Germany. [p. 589] 
The right and wrong position of American theologians and fellowships. 


Summary of the harmfulness of synergism, p. 591 [The Pernicious Character of 


Synergism, p. 492]. 


The synonym of conversion. [p. 599] [11. Synonyms of Conversion, p. 498] 


Inevitable confusion of the doctrine of salvation appropriation if the 
synonyms of conversion are not recognized. The synonyms in the 
Lutheran confession, p. 599, [English ed., p. 498] The regeneration 
(regeneratio), p. 600, [English ed., p. 499] The vivificatio or resuscitatio 
(resuscitatio), p. 601, [English ed, p. 500] The illumination (illuminatio), p. 
603. [English ed., p. 501] The vocatio, p. 604. [English ed., p. 502] 
Repentance, p. 604. [English ed., p. 502] 
Justification by faith. [p. 606] * 
[Justification by Faith, p. 503] 


1. Justification is done without the works of the Law but by faith, p. 606. [1. 


Justification by Faith, Without the Deeds of the Law, p. 503] 2. The polemics 
of Scripture against the interference of works in justification, p. 609. [2. 
The Strong Language Used in Scripture Against the Workmongers, p. 506] 3. The 
premises of justification by faith, p. 611. [3. the Postulates of Justification by 
Faith, Without Works, p. 508. 4. The centrality of the doctrine of 
justification, p. 617. [4. Justification the Central Doctrine of the Christian 
Religion. p. 512] 5. The actual agreement of all Christians in the Article of 
Justification, p. 621. [5. All Christians Believe in Justification by Faith, p. 516] 
6. the harmfulness of error in the doctrine of justification, p. 624. [6. The 
Disastrous Results of the Denial of Justification by Faith, p. 512] 7. The Church 
Terminology for Assuring the Christian Doctrine of Justification, p. 628. 
[7. The Terminology Employed in Presenting This Doctrine, p. 522] 8. The 
Justification by Works, p. 654. [8. Justification on the Basis of Works, p. 541] 
9. The Doctrine of Justification and the Distinction Between the Law and the 
Gospel, p. 659 [9. The Doctrine of Justification and the Distinction Between the 
Law and the Gospel, p. 522 545] 10. The certainty of justification, p. 663. 
[10. the assurance of justification, p. 548] 11. The Papal Church and the 
doctrine of justification, p. 667. [11. the Papacy and the Doctrine of 
justification, p. 552] 12. Modern Protestant theology and the doctrine of 


justification, p. 670. [12. modern Protestant theology and the Doctrine of 
justification, p. 555] 


Misprint. 

p. 101, line 9 b. o., is to be read GeB statt Gaf. 

p. 101, line 2 b. u., Gef' idea instead of Gaf' idea. 

p. 180, line 1 from above, the Greek accents are shifted. It should read: 6 
OV EV EV TO OVPAVE. 

p. 459, last p. b. u., "they" instead of "the latter". 

p. 477, line 18 above, 1 cor. 2:14 instead of 1 cor. 2:19. 

p. 481, line 3 b. u., conciseness instead of embossing. 

p. 568, line 21 above, "the" instead of "this". 


1 > [English ed. 3] 


The Saving Grace of God. * 


(‘H yapic tod Sot n o@tTNptoc.) 
De gratia Dei erga homines lapsos. 


1. The Necessity of Grace. * 

Scripture teaches that all men have become sinners through Adam's fall 
and are under the judgment of damnation according to the divine justice 
expressed in the law. | Scripture also teaches that people cannot change this 
situation by means of the law (&€ épywv vopov), that is, cannot change the 
judgment of damnation into a judgment of justification. 7) Those who try to 
do so by law gain the curse instead of justification, because they are not 
subject to the demands of the law, which are based on complete 


1) The judgment summarizing the facts of the case Rom.3:19: b2661K0¢ 
(criminal) mic 6 KOopocG TH Ose. According to the context, the judgment applies to 
the entire human world, including Gentiles and Jews. In addition, the Smalc. Art. 
“This, then, is the thunderbolt of God by which He strikes in a heap [hurls to the 
ground] both manifest sinners and false saints [hypocrites], and suffers no one to be 
in the right [declares no one righteous], but drives them altogether to terror and 
despair”. (312, 2 [Triglotta, 479, III, 2]) 

2) Rom 3:20: e& Epyav vopov ov Suca1mdjoEtai mace, caps Evamiov Geov. 
Likewise Gal. 2:16. The future tense ducaaoSjoetat (logical future) expresses: in no 
case, where it is a question of justification, will a man become righteous through the 
law. 

3) Gal. 3:10: “Ocot && Epy@v vonov sioiv 020 Katdpav siotv. Eivat ex tivoc 
denotes the origin and then the nature, like Joh. 18:36: €k tod KOoLOv TovTODV, from 
the world, worldly, carrying the nature of the world itself; Rom. 2:8: or the self- 
willed, and often. Oi €€ Epywv vouov = from the works of the law, the workmen 
whose characteristic feature is that they want to be justified before God through their 
own actions. According to Scripture, these workers "are all under the curse, so that 
there is no thought of them being blessed". (Meyer.) Calov: Tantum abest, ut per 
legem vitam consequantur ulla ratione, ut etiam vi legis sub maledictione 
concludantur. 


2 2 The saving grace of God. * [English ed. ~ 3-4] 


fulfillment.*) But people can and should become saved on the way of grace 
(yaprtt, Katé yapw). >) This way of grace is revealed to people in the Gospel 
of Christ, which is therefore called 10 evayyéAtov tic Yapitoc Tod Weod, Acts 
20:24 The gospel of Christ has the wonderful content that God respects 
people without law, that is, without works on their part (yapic vonov, yopic 
EPYOV VOLOV, SM@pEtv), out of grace for Christ's sake, respects them justly 
through faith and makes them saved. © This way of grace is the characteristic 
of the Christian religion, that is, what distinguishes the Christian religion 
from all other religions. In fact, all other religions, because the Gospel of 
Christ is unknown to them. ” Making the works of man the reason for 
salvation, according to the Christian religion, which has become known 
through God's revelation in the Word, the grace of God in Christ, to the 
exclusion of all works of man, is the cause of the salvation of man. The one 
who is saved by man will be saved without law and works by the grace of 
God in Christ. So it is decided by God Tf yapiti — ovk €& Epyov, tva Ly TIc 
Kavynontat, Eph. 2:8-9. This difference between pagan and Christian 
religion should be clearly recognized by the teachers within Christianity. ® 


4) Gal. 3:10: yéypamtot yop Sti Enixatdpatos mic 6c ObK EUpEVEL MEOW TOIC 
yeypappéevoic év TH BiBAim Tod vopLov Tod norjou adté. Alford: “They s& épy@v 
voov cannot be sharers in the blessing, for they are accursed, it being understood 
that they do not and cannot éupévew ev maov, etc." 

5) Eph. 2:8-9: Ti yap yaputi Eote ceomopéevor. . . odk EF Epyw@v; Rom. 4:16: dua 
TOVTO EK TIOTEWGS, TVA KATE YOptV. 

6) Rom. 3:21, 22, 24, 28: Novi 6€ y@pic vonov Stkaloobvn Osod mepavépa@toar — 
dtkatoovvy 4& OEod die zioteMs Inood Xprotod — suca1ovpevot d@pEcy TH adtod 
YAPITL OLA Tijg ANOAVTPWOEMG Tic EV XptotH Inood — AoyiCopeSa ow mioteEr 
dikalovadat dvopamov dv8pamov ywpic Epywv VOLLOV. 

7) 1 Cor. 2:6-14: 6@3aAMOG OvK Eide KOI OVC OVK NKOVOE Kal Ei Kapdiav 
avOpanov ovK évéByn. According to the context, we are not specifically talking about 
eternal life here, but about the gospel in general, in so far as the gospel is completely 
outside the area to which human knowledge and human research reaches. 

8) 


3 ee The necessity of grace. “ [English ed. ~ 4-5] 


Of course, when Scripture describes the way in which people are to be 
saved, it mentions other and more things than the grace of God in Christ. It 
also says of 


. (F. Pieper, Wesen des Christentums 1903, p. 5.) [also 1902 Missouri Synod 


convention essay; English translation: What Is Christianity? 1933, p. 6 ff.] The 
essence of paganism is not atheism, “for no people ever has been so reprobate as not 
to institute and observe some divine worship “ (Lrg. Cat. 388:17; also Cicero, Tusc. 
1:13), but rather doctrine, that is, the attempt to reconcile God through their own 
actions. Apology (122, 85 [Trig/. 177, Art. III, 85] Semper in mundo haesit impia 
opinio de operibus. Gentes habebant sacrificia ... sentiebant opera illa 
propitiationem et pretium essense, propter quod Deus reconciliaretur ipsis. [Google] 
The essence of Christianity, however, is not the doctrine of works or "morality", as 
recently again energetically asserted (Harnack), but the faith in the forgiveness of 
sins for the sake of the mediator of Christ, without regard to one's own morality or 
immorality. The . One 
therefore enters pagan territory within external Christianity as soon as one classifies 
works, "morality" etc. under the causae gratiae et salutis. Luthardt was also correct 
in theory: "In the later Judaism of the Pharisaic rule of the law everything was set on 
the fulfillment of the law, that is, on human performance and divine counter- 
performance; in other words, the ground of pagan view and religiosity was entered. 
For that is the characteristic of paganism, that here everything is regarded as being so 
meritorious, that is, according to the aspect of labor activity. (Glaubenslehre 1898, p. 
467.) Luther is tireless in his argument that the path of works characterizes paganism 
and the path of grace characterizes Christianity. (Cf. Introduction to the explanation 
of the Epistle to the Galatians”, LX, 17 ff.) Luther judges here by all those who do not 
recognize the righteousness of Christ as justitia christiana, excluding all their own 
works: Sunt vel Judaei vel Turcae vel Papistae vel haertetici, quia inter has duas 
justitias, activam legis et passivam Christi, non est medium. [“They are either Jews or 
Turks or Papists or heretics, because there is no middle ground between these two 
righteousnesses, the active of the law and the passive of Christ.”] The fact that Luther 
so often lists papists and enthusiasts in the same line as pagans, Jews, Turks, etc., is 
not to be put down to the "exaggerated polemics of the sixteenth century” but is 
based on the correct recognition that papists and enthusiasts, in so far as they base 
grace and salvation on the justitia infusa [infused grace], actually teach paganism. 
The Apology also says of anyone who wanted to earn forgiveness of sins before God 
through works: judaice et gentiliter sensit. Nam et ethnici habuerunt 


4 = The saving grace of God. “ [English ed. ~ 5-6] 


Gospel and of Baptism that they bring salvation,”) as well as of faith. '” But 
with this, Scripture does not limit the term "grace", but only mentions the 
means which serve the appropriation of grace which is already perfectly 
present. The use of the means of grace on the part of man is not to be 
understood as a human achievement, whereby man acquires at least a partial 
right to grace. Neither does faith, whereby man is made partakers of grace, 
constitute in any sense a human achievement. Rather, the Scriptures place 
both the means of grace, as a means of giving on the part of God, and faith, 
as a means of receiving on the part of man, in contrast to the way of works. 
According to Scripture, to be saved through the Word and the Sacraments is 
as much about being saved by grace for the sake of Christ as it is about being 
saved by grace for the sake of Christ without one's own works. !!) Likewise, 
to be saved by faith is as much as to be saved without works by the grace of 
God alone for Christ's sake. The way of grace is the way of faith and the way 
of faith is the way of grace. !”) 


quasdam expiationes delictorum, per quas fingebant se reconciliari Deo. (187, 17 
[Trigl. 285, Art. VI, 17]) [“He holds to the faith of a Jew and a heathen. For also the 
heathen had certain expiation for offenses through which they imagined to be 
reconciled to God.” The modern "religion-historical" consideration of Christianity is 
extremely anxious to abolish the difference between Christianity and paganism by 
very unhistorically excluding from Christianity the faith in the redemption by Christ's 
sacrifice as unessential and using for it the "moral issue" of human self-sacrifice in 
the service of mankind. So Pfleiderer (Religion und Religionen 1906, p. 215 ff.). So 
quite recently also again Frank B. Jevons: “Christianity alone of the religions of the 
world teaches that self-sacrifice is the way to life eternal.” (An Introduction to the 
Study of Comparative Religion, 1908, p. 69 — See on the difference between 
Christianity and paganism L. u. W. 37, 21 ff. F. Pieper, Die Lehre von der Rechtf. 
1889, p. 3 ff.) [1916 printed edition]. 

9) Rom. 1:16 16 svayyéAtov — dbvapic Ogod Eottv sic cmtnpiav. [“The Gospel is 
the power of God unto salvation.”] 1 Petr. 3:21: 6 (scil, bé@p) Kai Duds avtitvTOV 
vov oa Cet Bantiopa. [“Baptism doth also now save us”] 

10) Luke 7:50: "H miotic cov cécm«év os. [“Thy faith hath saved thee”’] 

11) Thus the gospel and baptism are in contrast to works Titus 3:4-5: “Ote dé 
YPNOTOTIs Kai 7 PUaVvOparia ExeMavy Tod Lotipos Hu@®v OEod ovk && Epyov tov 
Ev diKaLOODVY & EOIMOapLEV NLEic GAAG KATH TO ADTOD EAEOG EoWOEV NLS Se 
ovtpod maAwysveotac. [“But after that the kindness and love of God, our Savior, 
toward man appeared, not by works of righteousness which we have done, but 
according to His mercy He saved us, by the washing of regeneration.”] Luther in the 
Large Cat. “Thus you see plainly that there is here (in Baptism) no work done by us, 
but a treasure which He gives us, and which faith apprehends; just as the Lord Jesus 
Christ upon the cross is not a work, but a treasure comprehended in the Word and 
offered to us and received by faith.” (490, 37 [Trigl. 741, “De Baptismo,” 37]) 

12) Rom. 4:16: Ata tobdto ék ziotews tva Kate yapwv. Eph. 2:8: ™m yap yaprt1 
EATE OEAWOLEVOL 1G Tc TiotEewcs — OvK EG Epyov. Baier. Gratiae Dei et merito 
Christi fides non opponitur, sed subordinatur, (Il, 278.) 


5 2 Concept of saving grace. [English ed. ~ 6-7] 

When we speak of a necessity of grace, of course, we do not mean a 
necessity on the part of God, but a necessity for man, if sinful man is to 
attain salvation. The theory held by speculative theologians and philosophers 
that the salvation of the world through Christianity is a necessary unfolding 
of the divine being is pagan (pantheistic) speculation about the nature of 
God. According to the Scriptures God in Christ turns to the world in free 
mercy, Joh. 3:16; Luke 1:78 etc. The dogmatists express this by saying that 
God is a causa libera of our salvation. !*) 


2. Concept of saving grace. * 

The word grace (y&pic), pronounced by God in relation to sinful human 
beings, '” first of all denotes God's gracious disposition, which God, for 
Christ's sake, holds against sinful human beings and consists in the fact that 
in his heart, “before his inner forum’’, he does not attribute sin to human 
beings but forgives it. *) God allows this gracious attitude to be 


13) Baier: Deus est causa efficiens beatitudinis nostrae. Est autem haud dubie 
causa _libera. (“God is the efficient Cause of our salvation. But He is without doubt a 
free Cause.””] (Compend. ed. Walther III, 4.) A. von Ottingen: "As soon as this 
‘necessity’ is conceived abstractly or combined with ‘absolute world causality’, we 
have breathed a speculative-logical, here religious-mystical breath into the pantheistic 
thought that underlies Hegelian and Schleiermacher's system. Hegelian determinism 
shows itself in its assertion that God necessarily and eternally moves in the process of 
self-development. And with God's becoming world goes hand in hand, so to speak, 
with the God to become man, which is necessary in itself. Basically, there can no 
longer be talked about a free, eternal love counsel of redemption. God has it 
“eternally in himself’ to become man and in mankind ‘for himself’ too fine to grasp 
himself as spirit—as the God who is in and for himself—and to reach self- 
consciousness in the spirit of man (mens humana, as Spinoza said). Here the ethical 
motive of divine mercy—as well as the divinely justified will of wrath against sin— 
recedes completely. (Dogmatik, 1900, II, 1, 594.) 

14) We refrain here from the concept of grace, according to which God is also 
attributed grace, goodness, mercy etc. in relation to all creatures, Ps. 136; 145:9; 
Jonah 4:10. 11 etc. (Cf. L. uw. W. 31, 8 f.) A connection of this grace with the saving 
grace, which only refers to sinful people, is revealed in Matt. 24:14. The world and 
everything that is in it is still in existence because of the grace that is present towards 
sinful people and is proclaimed in the Gospel. 

15) Thus in the greeting formula in the pastoral epistles, 1 Tim. 1:2; 2 Tim. 1:2 
etc.: Xdpic, eAtoc, sipyvn a6 Geod matpdc Kat Xpiotov Inaov tov kvpiov NOV. 


6 > The saving grace of God. * [English ed. ~ 7-8] 


witnessed '° to men in the Gospel and wants it to be believed by them on the 
basis of the testimony of the Gospel. !” Gratia Dei salvifiya est gratuitus Dei 
favor propter Christum. Luther: “Grace actually means God's grace or favor 
that He carries to us with Himself.”!®’ — Grace in the sense of gratuitus Dei 
favor belongs in a class with a number of expressions that also describe 
God's attitude in Christ towards the lost world of sin, namely God's love 
(ayaan, Joh. 3:16; 1 Joh. 4:9), mercy and compassion (gAgoc, Tit. 3:5, 
oiktippot, Rom. 12:1), kindness and affability Tit. 3:4). All these 
expressions, though in various connotations (connotata) that must be 
carefully considered and brought to light on the basis of Scripture, denote a 
certainty or an affect in God, that is, the attitude according to which God 
wants to save by grace those condemned by the law without the works of the 
law. !°) 


The position next to eAgoc, mercy, indicates a gracious disposition in God. The same 
meaning has in the shorter greeting formula in the Pauline epistles: Xdptg vutv kat 
eipryvn KtA. [“Grace be unto you and peace”’], Rom. 1:7; 1 Cor. 1:3 etc. RE.* s. v. 
"Grace": “For Paul, yapic is first and foremost God's personal disposition,” By the 
way, €tptjvn (peace) in this connection also refers to the “personal disposition” in 
God. The word here, if one wants to speak precisely, does not denote both the peace 
relationship in which we stand with God and the objective peace relationship in 
which God, through Christianity, stands by mankind and which man, in turn, enjoys, 
if he believes it. Xdpic, sAgoc, eipryvn, standing side by side, equally denote 

xist and are to be acquired through 
faith. Therefore, as “grace” is proclaimed so is “peace” in the gospel, Eph. 2:17 etc., 
and is called the gospel, as 10 evayyéMov Tic yapitoc (Acts 20:24 [“Gospel of 
grace’’]), so To evayyeAiov Tic sipryvnc (Eph. 6:15 [“Gospel of peace’’]). The meaning 
of what Cremer points to in the dictionary at Rom 5:1, has taken place in a whole 
series of scriptural passages. 

16) So it is of the apostolic office, Stappaptopacbai 10 svayyéAiov Tig YAPITOG 
tod Osod, Acts 20:24 [“Gospel of the grace of God”). 

17) Mark. 1:15: Ihotevete ev to evayyerig. [“Believe the Gospel’’] Hebr. 4:16. 
Hpocepympe®a. ov peta mappyoiacs tp Spdvo) THs yaprtoc. [“Let us therefore come 
boldly unto the throne of grace.”] 

18) St. L. XIV, 98. 

19) Baier: Intelligitur nomine gratiae divinae hoc loco benignus Dei favor erga 
peccatores. ... Dicitur alias misericordia, amor, benignitas Dei etc. (Comp. II, 4.) 
(“Here the term ‘divine grace’ is to be understood as the benign favor of God toward 
sinners. ... It is called in other places the compassion, love, goodness, etc., of God.” 
The reason why it is important to understand the synonyms of the word grace in their 
subordinate terms is that we can see how God's heart in Christ 


7 2 Concept of saving grace. “ [English ed. ~ 8-9] 

Then the word "grace" also denotes something in man, namely a good 
constitution (ability) and the good that God works in believers as a result of 
His gracious disposition. 


stands toward a lost world of sinners. They "lead out into the Father's heart", God 


should be "made sweet" to us, and it is fitting "that one falls asleep and gets up with 
these words". (Luther XI, 1096. 1084. 1103.) 


Lenker's English translation in_The precious and sacred writings of Martin Luther, ... 
v.12, pp. 350-371; also new publication in Am. Ed. Vol. 77 (Church Postil IID, p. 
365-381, see full sermon in this Preview, p. 365 ff.]: Luther on God's "Grace", 
"Kindness", "Affableness" etc: XII, 128 ff. With regard to the conceptual difference 
between these expressions, it must be said that God's grace in Christ places Scripture 
in sharp contrast to the works of man. Where the grace of God is mentioned as the 
motive for divine action, human works are excluded as motive, Rom. 11, €1 6g yapitt 
ov«étt & Epyov KtA. And just as the grace of God is completely independent of 
human works and human merit, so it is not bound by human guilt, Rom. 5:20: ob 
ImAeovaosv 1 apLaptia, vtepemepionsvoev 1 yaptc. — God's mercy looks at the 
misery of human beings, which goes to God's heart and moves him to action, not as 
causa meritoria (papists), but as causa impulsiva externa sive TpPOKATAPKTIKN, 
according to Eph. 2:1-3; cf. v. 4. (L. u. W. 31, 65 f. 68.) Trench to yapic unb edgoc: 
"St. Paul sets yapic and eAgoc over against one another in sharpest antithesis, showing 
that they mutually exclude one another, it being of the essence of that which is owed 
to yaptc that it is unearned and unmerited, as Augustine urges so often: Gratia nisi 
gratis sit non est gratia... But while ydptc has thus reference to the sins of men, and 
is that blessed attribute of God which these sins call out and display, His free gift in 
their forgiveness, eAgoc, has special and immediate regard to the misery which is the 
consequence of these sins. .. We may say, then, that the ydptc of God is extended to 
men as they are guilty, His eAsoc as they are miserable." (Synonyms of the N. T., p. 
203 sqq.) Trench also points out how high the divine mercy revealed in Scripture 
stands above the pagan concept of mercy. Cicero: Misericordia est aegritudo ex 
miseria alterius injuria laborantis. Nemo enim parricidae aut proditoris supplicio 
misericordia commovetur. [“Pity is the illness of suffering from the misery of 
another's injury. For no one is moved by pity at the execution of a parricide or a 
traitor.” ] (Tusc. IV, 8.) God is merciful to those who suffer through their own fault. 
— The love of God expresses that God's heart is attached to the lost world of sinners, 
strives for union with it and for this purpose has given His only begotten Son to 
death, Jn 3:16; Rom 5:8 (Luther XII, 1097 f. XII, 2086 ff.]) — God is the greatest 
philanthropist, Rom 3:4 [sic: Titus 3:4]: 7 oUavOparia éxe~avy tod L@tipos HU®V 
tod Osod [“But after that the kindness and love (j ptavOperia) of God, our Savior, 
toward man appeared.”’]. About this Luther XII, 129 f.: It must be noted that such 
affability " “affects all that is called man, no matter how small it may be. For God 
loves not the person, but the nature, and is not called person-loving, but affable ... just 
as avarice would be called love of money, and David, 2 Kings 1, calls lust for women 
love of women. So the natural masters call some animals people-loving or affable, 
such as dogs, horses, dolphins. For the same animals 


8 es The saving grace of God. * [English ed. ~ 9] 


Nomen gratiae per metonymiam effectus pro causa pro donis ex 
benevolentia Dei in nos collatis sumitur. *°) (“The term ‘grace’ is used, by 
way of metonymy (effect for cause), for the gifts conferred on us through the 
benevolence of God.”’] If 1 Peter 4:10-11 exhorts Christians to prove 
themselves as good stewards or stewards moikiAns yapitos Yeod, it is not 
grace, according to which God forgives them their sins, but rather an ability 
and activity given to Christians and inherent in them, according to which 
Christians speak what is right and serve one another in a right mind: si ttc 
AAAI, dc Ady1a Oeod Ei Tic SiaKkovel, dc && ioybos Tc yopNyet 6 Osdc. 
Likewise, Rom. 15:15-16 and more often the direction of the preaching 
ministry and | Petr. 2:19 the patient suffering of Christians is called one 
given by God. Grace in this sense is donum gratiae, gratia inhaerens, gratia 
infusa. *') 

When the cause is spoken of, whereby God is moved to call, justify and 
save sinful people, God's grace always refers to God's gracious disposition in 
Christ (favor Dei), to the exclusion of the meaning that grace also includes 
the graces given to Christians 


have natural desire and love for people, they also associate with them and like to 
serve them, etc. Such a name and love is suitable here for the apostle (through the 
word @avOparia, human love) of "our God". — God's goodness or kindness 
(yprotétys) stands in contrast to the sharpness or severity (Gotopia, Rom. 11:22) 
and expresses that God does not act with us as a strict judge, but as a friendly lord, 
invitans ad familiaritatem sui, dulcis alloquio [“inviting to his familiarity, with a 
sweet address”’] (Jerome on Gal. 5:22). Luther: “Xpnototyg is the friendly, loving 
walk of a good life, that everyone likes to be with the same person and that his 
company is almost sweet, that tempts everyone to favor and love, that makes people 
feel good, that despises no one, that chases away no one with sour, hard, strange 
gestures or wisdom. . . ... So God has shown himself to us through the Gospel as well, 
very sweet and friendly, adapts Himself to all, no one despises, all our vices hold us 
too well, chases no one away with severity. (XII, 128-129) — All the terms 
mentioned, not only ydptc, are in contrast to human merit according to Scripture, as 
can be seen from the context Eph. 2, Tit. 3, Joh. 3, Rom. 11 etc. — The extent to 
which we must also say of God, on the basis of Scripture, according to the human 
species, that he is moved by his grace, mercy etc. (not univoce (in identical manner), 
but also not aequivoce (in an altogether different manner), but analogice, (in a similar 
manner), Isaiah 49:15), is shown in “The Doctrine of God”. 

20) Hiilsemann, Praelect. F. C., p. 542. 

21) Chemnitz: Vocabulum gratiae in Scriptura saepe quidem favorem, 
benevolentiam seu misericordiam, aliquando vero etiam dona ipsa, quae ex 
benevolentia conferuntur, significat. [“The term "grace" in Scripture often signifies 
favor, benevolence, or mercy, but sometimes also the gifts themselves, which are 
conferred out of benevolence.” |(Examen, p. 138 [Examination Part 1, p. 494]) — Cf. 
Grimm's compilation of the scriptural passages in which yapic refers to gifts of grace. 


9 = Concept of saving grace. * [English ed. ~ 9-10] 

the gratia infusa. 7”) This is clearly evident from the fact that Scripture, when 
it is the cause of the call, justification and salvation, sets the grace of God 
against all the works of men. It says 2 Tim. 1:9 of the transfer to the 
Christian state: “God has made us blessed and called ob Kata t& Epya NUdvV 
AAG Kate idiav Tpd8Eow Kai yaptv Ti SoPEiowv piv év Xpiotd Inood mpo 
Ypovov aimviov; Rom. 3:24-28, of justification: 

dtkarovpevor d@peEdy (giftwise, , yopic VOLOv) TH avTOV YaptTL, 616 TNS 
AMOAVTPHOEWS TS EV Xpiotw® Inood, and especially Rom. 11:6: ei de yaputt, 
obdKEétt & Epyov, émel H Yapic obKETI yivetot yapic. 7) Even the faith itself, 
although it is a gift of God in man—for it is not the Holy Spirit but man who 
believes— does not make justified and saved, inasmuch as it is a work, a 
good quality in man and produces good attributes (good works) in man, but 
merely as an instrument by which man, who is ungodly in himself, refers to 
himself or appropriates to himself the gracious disposition of God. *” This is 
what Scripture teaches, that in the attainment 


22) Hiilsemann: Falsum est, uspiam, quando de causis sive instrumentalibus 
sive meritoriis justificationis et salutis ex parte nostra agitur, accipi hoc vocabulum 
(gratiae) pro dono infuso. [“It is false, wherever the instrumental or meritorious 
causes of justification and salvation are treated on our part, to take this term (grace) 
as an infused gift.”] (Praelect. F. C., p. 542.) 

23) Chemnitz (Loci I, 728 sq.): Sicut aliud est justificatio, aliud renovatio, ita 
distinguenda est significatio vocabuli gratiae in articulo renovationis et 
justificationis. Et constituendum est, quae sit propria et genuina ejus significatio in 
articulo justificationis, hoc est, in his et similibus sententiis, Rom. 3, 24: 

, Justificamur gratis per ipsius gratiam“, Eph. 2, 5. 8: ,,Gratia salvati estis.”’ Ibi 
enim non significat dona renovationis per Spiritum Sanctum seu novas qualitates, 
quasi propter illas justificemur et salvemur, sed significat gratuitam Dei bonitatem, 
favorem, benevolentiam et misericordiam Dei, qua non secundum opera et 
dignitatem nostram, sed ex mera misericordia propter Christum peccatores, qui 
poenitentiam agunt et fide confugiunt ad mediatorem, recipit in gratiam, acceptat ad 
vitam aeternam, remissis peccatis et imputata justitia Christi.[{Google] 

24) Apology (96, 56 [Trig/. 137, Art. IV (II ), 56]): Fides non ideo justificat aut 
salvat, quia ipsa sit opus per se dignum, sed tantum, quia accipit misericordiam 
promissam. [“For faith justifies and saves, not on the ground that it is a work in itself 
worthy, but only because it receives the promised mercy.“‘] Luther is even sharper 
when he states that faith is donum Dei, but does not justify as donum Dei: Nos 
dicimus, fidem esse opus promissionis seu donum Spiritus Sancti. Et tamen ne hoc 
quidem respectu fides justificat, quatenus est donum Spiritus. Sancti, sed simpliciter 
quatenus habet se correlative ad Christum. Non enim hoc principaliter quaeritur, 
unde sit fides aut quale sit opus aut quomodo caeteris operibus antecellat, quia fides 
non per se aut virtute aliqua intrinseca justificat. [“We say that faith is a work of 
promise or a gift of the Holy Spirit. And yet not even in this respect does faith justify, 
in so far as it is a gift of the Holy Spirit, but simply in so far as it has a correlative 
relation to Christ. For this is not principally asked, whence comes faith, or what kind 
of work it is, or how it precedes other works, because faith does not justify by itself 
or by any intrinsic virtue.”] (E. A. 58, 353.) 
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in that it opposes not only the grace of God but also faith to works in the 
attainment of justification and salvation, Rom. 4:5: tT 6& un Epyacopévo 
MLOTEvOVTL SE EI TOV SUKALODVTA TOV GoEPT AoyiCetat N Tiotic adTOD sic 
dtkatoobvnv [“But to him that worketh not, but believeth on Him that 
justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness”’]. According to 
Scripture 616 ti\¢ niotews, Ek Miotewc, miotet [“by faith] is as much as ovK 
e& Epyov vOnov, yapic épyov vouov [“without the deeds of the Law”] etc. > 

This sharp distinction between grace (favor Dei) and the gift of grace 
(gratia infusa), when it comes to obtaining justification and salvation, is of 
the utmost importance. It is at this point, however, that Christianity and 
paganism separate. As soon as one makes grace, in the sense of gratia 
infusa, the cause or co-cause of justification and salvation, one teaches only 
apparent Christian. In reality one teaches under the name “grace” a 
justification and salvation from the Law and human works, and the Christian 
doctrine of salvation by grace is thus abandoned, as the Apostle expressly 
declares Gal. 5:4: katnpynOnte ano Xptotod oitivEs év vou SucatodoOe Tic 
yapitoc éeméoate [“Christ is become of no effect unto you. whosoever of 
you are justified by the Law; ye are fallen from grace”). 

That grace, in the sense of gratia infusa or good quality in man, is put in 
place of the gratuitus Dei favor or at least connected with it, is the 
fundamental error of all those who, within external Christianity, deviate from 
pure Christian doctrine. The Roman Church, in her opposition to the 
Christian doctrine of grace, goes so far as to anathematize those who define 
justifying grace as God's gracious disposition in Christ and who exclude the 
gratia infusa from the cause of justification. 7° The Calvinist Reformed, 
while correctly defining the saving grace as God's gracious disposition,”” are 
thrown back, by denying the gratia universalis, to the gratia infusa as the 
cause of justification and salvation. If it is denied that grace exists for 


25) Eph. 2:8-9; Gal. 2:16; Rom. 3:28. 

26) Conc. Trid. (Sess. VI, Canon XI [“... that men are justified, either by the 
sole imputation...”]): Si quis dixerit homines justificari vel sola imputatione justitiae 
Christi vel sola peccatorum remissione, exclusa gratia et caritate, quae in cordibus 
eorum per Spiritum Sanctum diffundatur atque illis inhaeret; aut etiam gratiam qua 
Justificamur esse tantum favorem Dei, anathema sit. 

27) Calvin (Inst. 3, 2.7): Justa fidei definitio nobis constabit, si dicamus, esse 
divinae erga nos benevolentiae firmam certamque cognitionem, quae gratuitae in 
Christo promissionis veritate fundata per Sp. S. et revelatur mentibus nostris et 
cordibus obsignatur. 
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all men in Christ and is offered in the Gospel, then one is forced to refer 
those who ask for the certainty of grace to the effects of grace in man, to 
regeneration and good works, that is, to gratia infusa, instead of to the 
objective promise of grace in the means of grace. The same is the case with 
all those who accept a revealing and working activity of the Holy Spirit 
outside the ordered means of grace (word and sacrament), whether they call 
themselves reformed or otherwise. 2® In fact, in seeking the immediate and 
secret revelations and effects of the Spirit within themselves, they always 
turn their eyes and hearts away from the objective graciousness of God, 
which is present in Christianity and is revealed in the means of grace for the 
awakening of faith and the seizure by faith. 7” It is also clear that all those 
who accept human participation in the formation of faith base salvation, 
instead of the gratuitus Dei favor in evangelio revelatus, on “aliquid in 
homine” [something in man”’], that is, on a mixum compositum of the gift of 
grace and human achievement. This is the case with the Arminians, the 
Arminian sects and the synergistically teaching Lutherans. They do not see 
the fides justificans and salvans as the antithesis of human achievement, not 
as a mere instrument by which the gracious attitude of God in Christ or the 
forgiveness of sins on the basis of the promise of the Gospel is believed, but 
as a good quality in man under different names. The Arminians explicitly 
say that justifying faith does not exclude good works but includes them. *° 
The synergistic 


28) Thus Zwingli in Fidei Ratio: Gratia ut a spiritu divino fit aut datur (loquor 
autem latine cum gratiae nomine utor pro venia, scilicet indulgentia et gratuito 
beneficio), ita donum istud ad solum spiritum pervenit. Dux autem vel vehiculum 
spiritui non est necessarium, ipse enim est virtus et latio, qua cuncta feruntur, non 
qui ferri opus habeat; neque id unquam legimus in scripturis sacris, quod sensibilia, 
qualia sacramenta sunt, certo secum ferent spiritum. (C. f. Karl Miiller, Die 
Bekenntnisschriften der ref. Kirche. 1903, p. 86.) 

29) On the falsification of the concept of grace by detaching the action of the 
Holy Spirit from the means of grace cf. F. Pieper, Lehre von der Rechtf 1889, p. 88 
ff. 


30) Limborch (Theol. christ. VI, 4, 22): Sciendum, quando dicimus, nos fide 
justificari, nos non excludere opera, quae fides exigit et tanquam [“One must know 
that when we say that we are justified by faith, we do not exclude the works which 
faith produces and like a fecund mother brings forth, but that we include them.”] 
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Lutherans define justifying faith as a moral act, self-decision, good behavior 
etc. As a practical result it is inevitable that when they ask about the grace of 
God, they do not direct their hearts towards God's gracious disposition in 
Christ, but towards a performance in man and the gratia infusa. 3" Finally, 
even within the rightly teaching Church, the gratia infusa is practically 
substituted for favor Dei, as often as the forgiveness of sins is based on the 
feeling of grace instead of on God's promise of grace in the objective 
promise of the Gospel. *” 

Therefore, in order to keep Christian doctrine pure, not only something 
but everything depends on the fact that the justifying and saving grace is 
understood and recorded as favor Dei propter Christum. Only in this way 
can the doctrine of the perfect reconciliation of the world with God, brought 
about by the vicarious satisfaction of Christ and not first brought about or 
completed by human action, remain valid. Only in this way do the means of 
grace retain their scriptural meaning, that they a. are certain signs and 
testimonies of God's gracious will toward us, that is, to bring about and grant 
the forgiveness of sins (vis dativa mediorum gratiae), and thereby 


foecunda mater producit, sed ea includere. Justifying faith to the Arminians is 
obedience to the whole Word of God, including the Law. It has as its object non 
tantum ipsius (Christ) propitiationem, sed et praecepta, promissa et minas. [“not 
merely the propitiation of Christ, but also the precepts, promises, and threats”’] 
(Limborch /. c. VI, 4, 29.) 

31) MGhler calls (Symbolik, 5th ed., p. 636 f.) the Arminian doctrine essentially 
"catholic", because it bases its justification on inner transformation and good works. 
Neither can synergistic Lutherans complain about their conception of faith as a moral 
act, good behavior etc. when modern Roman polemicists accuse them of having 
given up Luther's doctrine of grace. (Gan8, Luther's Latest Biographer, 1902, p. 10 
5qq-) 

32) Luther recalls (XI, 453. ff.) that this is very often the case among Christians 
and the source of great distress of conscience. But it is a false practice, for "God does 
not want us to suffer to rely on anything else or to cling with our hearts to anything 
that is not Christ in his Word, unless it be holy and full of the Spirit. Faith has no 
other reason to insist... What is it that you run hither and thither, tormenting yourself 
with frightened and saddened thoughts, as if God no longer wanted you to have 
grace, and as if no Christ could be found, and would not rather be content to find him 
in yourselves, and feel holy and without sin; nothing comes of it: it is vainly lost 
effort and work". 
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b. generate and strengthen faith (vis operativa mediorum gratiae). *) Only in 
this way can the doctrine of faith, as the organ which receives the 
forgiveness of sins and salvation, remain untouched, since the object of 
justifying and saving faith is the gracious disposition of God (vorem sive 
misericordiam Dei), as witnessed in the Gospel promise, and not the gratia 
infusa. *» Only in this way is certainty of God's grace possible, because 
grace, as gratuitus Dei favor, does not "divide and separate itself," but rather 
"reckons us fully and for fully justly for God" for the sake of Christ (Luther), 
while the gratia infusa [or gift] is “not yet perfect” [Luther, St. L. XIV: 98] 
and therefore doubt must immediately take its place as soon as it is made the 
causa or concausa [concurring cause] of justifying grace. Only in this way 
does the scriptural teaching on sanctification and good works remain, 
because sanctification and good works are always only the fruit and 
consequence of the divine mercy in Christ, already recognized in faith, Rom 
12:1: Hapaxord odv dudc aderooi 1a tHV OiKTIPUAV TOD Mod, 
TNAPAOTHOAL TA CMpata Dudv Pvoiav... TH Ose. [“I beseech you therefore, 
brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living 
sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God” Good works are never done in order to 
obtain grace, but are always only thanksgiving sacrifices for the grace and 
salvation already obtained through faith. Luther: “Dear man, you must have 
heaven and have salvation before you do good works.” 3» In short, the 
gratuitus Dei favor propter Christum, pronounced in the Gospel, is the 
immovable heaven of grace which stretches out over the Christian, under 
which Christians dwell and work by faith. By looking at 


33) So A. C., Art. XIII and V. The active power of the means of grace is based 
on the offering or giving; that is to say, by God's promise or gift of a Dei propter 
Christum, the forgiveness of sins, in the means of grace, the Holy Spirit calls forth 
faith in us. Rom. 10, 17:H aiottc e& axons. Luther: “When the Word of God is 
preached publicly and clearly, such faith and hope, such strong confidence in Christ, 
begins to arise.” (XII, 1506) 

34) Apol. 96, 55: Quoties nos de fide loquimur, intelligi volumus objectum, scii, 
misericordiam promissam. [“As often as we speak of faith, we wish an object to be 
understood, namely, the promised mercy” (7rig/. 135, 137, Art. IV, I, 55).] It is 
therefore quite consistent that the Council of Trent, having cursed the Christian 
concept of justifying grace, the favor Dei, immediately after it (can. XII) also curses 
the Christian concept of justifying faith, namely that faith is the trust in Christ out of 
God's mercy: Si quis dixerit fidem justificantem nihil aliud esse quam fiduciam 
divinae misericordiae peccata remittentis propter Christum, vel eam fiduciam solam 
esse qua justificamur, anathema sit. 

35) St. L. XII, 136. 
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this heaven of grace, faith comes into being, faith is preserved, and faith is “a 
living, busy, active, powerful thing,” so that it does not ask whether good 
works are to be done, but before you ask, it has done them, and is always 
doing them. (Luther XIV, 99 [See also Trig/ 941, F. C., Sol. Decl., IV, 10.]) 
Christian dogmatics must therefore pay great attention to the scriptural 
concept of saving grace and by all means hold that saving grace is the 
gracious disposition of God, or the forgiveness of sins, which is present in 
the heart of God toward the whole world of sinners for Christ's sake, is 
testified to in the Gospel, and is to be believed by all men on the basis of the 
Gospel. 

By returning to the right concept of saving grace as favor Dei propter 
Christum in the difference from gratia infusa, the Church of the Reformation 
has returned to the apostolic purity of Christian doctrine.*°) Luther, in his 
refutation of Latomus (1521) and in fine preface to the Letter to the Romans 
(1522), sharpens the distinction between “grace” and “gift of grace”. >” 
Already in the first edition of his Loci Melanchthon polemicizes very 
decidedly against the scholastic conception of saving grace as qualitas, quae 
sit in animis sanctorum [“a quality which is in the souls of the saints”’], and 
explains that by this the Church celebrates the Gospel stolen from her. He 
himself defines grace as condonatio seu remissio peccati. [“forgiveness or 
remission of sin”] *®’ Luther and Melanchthon are aware that at 


36) An excellent explanation of this in Plitt, Introduction to Augustana II, 15 ff. 

37) Rationis Latom. Confutatio:,Gratiamaccipio hic proprie pro favore Dei, 
sicut debet, non pro qualitate animi, ut nostri recentiores (the Scholastics) docuerunt. 
(Opp. v. a. V, 489. St. L. XVIII, 1162 f.) In the preface to the Letter to the Romans: 
“Grace and gift are of a different nature, that grace actually means God's favor or 
good will, which he carries to us with himself, from which he is inclined to pour 
Christ and the Spirit with his gifts into us. Whether the gifts and the Spirit in us 
increase daily and are not yet perfect, so that evil lusts and sin remain in us, which 
fight against the Spirit, grace does so much that we are counted completely and justly 
for God. For His grace does not divide and divide as the gifts do, but receives us 
completely into the fold for Christ's sake, our Advocate and Mediator, and for which 
the gifts were begun in us.” (XIV, 98.) 

38) Loci, ed. Kolde 1890, p. 168 ff: Hic merito quis expostulet cum scholasticis, 
qui sacrosancto vocabulo gratiae tam foede abusi sunt, cum pro qualitate, quae sit in 
animis sanctorum, usurpant.... Nos simplifica- 


15 es Concept of saving grace. “ [English ed. ~ 16] 
this point one must also remove Augustine's ambiguities, because Augustine 
does not bring to the fore both the gracious disposition of God in Christ and 
rather the renewal flowing from God's grace alone and makes it the ground 
of justification. *°) The Lutheran confession also repeatedly points out that 
the justifying and saving grace is not a habitus in man, but God's mercy etc.. 
4°) Luther repeatedly states that both the papacy and paganism are built on 
the fundamental error of the gratia infusa. *) In particular, the later Martin, 
Chemnitz, strives to 


cissime nomenclaturam hanc facimus gratiae, secuti phrasin scripturae, ut sit gratia 
favor, misericordia, gratuita benevolentia Dei erga nos. Donum ipse Spiritus 
Sanctus, quem in eorum corda effundit, quorum est misertus. Fructus Spiritus Sancti 
fides, spes, caritas et reliquae virtutes. Et haec quidem de nomine gratiae. In summa, 
non aliud est gratia nisi condonatio seu remissio peccati. Donum est Spiritus 
Sanctus, regenerans et sanctificans corda. [Google Translate] 

39) On the Justification Doctrine of Augustine vid. Plitt, Kinleitung etc. Il, 18 ff. 
— Kirn on Augustine in RE.? sub voce "Grace": “Augustine's doctrine of grace 
touches on the Pauline one, in that it leads salvation back exclusively from God. But 
it differs from it in that . . ...it does not see its essence both in the forgiveness of sins 
and in the communication of moral forces. Luther and Melanchthon on Augustine's 
doctrine of justification in the correspondence with Brenz, Corp. Ref. Il, 502 sq. (the 
numbers 984. 986. 992. 996); and the Quaestiones de justificatione coram Deo 
propositae a Ph. Melanchthone D. Martino Luthero a. 1536, Erl. Ed. 58, 347 ff. St. L. 
XXII, 448 ff. [English translation: L. Green, 1980, p 254 ff.] But Luther rightly 
points to such statements of Augustine, in which he, acting with God, consoles 
himself only of God's gracious disposition and the merit of Christ, Erl. Ed. 58, 352; 
St. L. XXII, 453. How it came about that Augustine brought out grace as gratia 
infusa and let the gratuitus Dei favor recede: L. u. W. 28, 344; Chemnitz, Loci II, 
727. 

40) Apology (150, 260 [Trig]. 223, Art. III, 260]): Jactatur in scholis quod bona 
opera placeant propter gratiam et quod sit confidendum gratiae Dei. Hic 
interpretantur gratiam habitum, quo nos diligimus Deum. ... Cur non exponunt hic 
gratiam misericordiam Dei erga nos ? Et quoties mentio hujus fit, addere oportet 
fidem. Non enim apprehenditur nisi fide promissio misericordiae, reconciliationis, 
dilectionis Dei erga nos. In hanc sententiam recte dicerent confidendum esse gratia. 
[Google] 

41) Luther (XH, 917): "It is quite evident in all fanatics and spiritualists that 
they are all in error that they do not understand how sins are forgiven. For ask the 
Pope and all his Doctores, and they will not be able to tell you what absolution" (the 
forgiveness of sins expressed in the Word) "does. For the whole Papacy insists on 
this teaching: grace is poured into [infused] man through a 
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put the scriptural concept of saving grace into the light. Chemnitz shows 
historically how Pelagius's concept of grace is wrong, but also how 
Augustine did not grasp it correctly, and then explains in great detail from 
Scripture, quod gratia in articulo justificationis intelligenda sit de sola 
gratuita misericordia, bonitate, benevolentia seu favore Dei complectentis 
sua gratia et recipientis in gratiam indignos propter Filium mediatorem. *” 
[Google Translate] Also the later dogmatists sharpen with Quenstedt more or 
less in detail and prove from the Scriptures Gratia per quam justificamur 
non notat donum vel effectum quoddam gratiae in nobis, sed affectum 
benevolentissimum in Deo seu gratuitum Dei favorem. *) [Google] The 
American Lutheran Church has also emphasized and upheld the difference 
between "grace" and "gift of grace" in relation to the Reformed sects and the 
newer Lutherans. Walther writes: “How splendidly Luther contrasts 
forgiveness through the Word with the ‘inner light,’ the ‘enthusiasts’ to 
whom everyone who still builds the forgiveness of sins on the Word is an 
unconverted person, and who call only those converted who boast and build 
on so-called experiences. These experiences, or the special events and 
feelings in the soul and mind, are called the grace of God, while the Holy 
Scriptures understand grace as that which is in God's heart: His 


secret effect; anyone who wants to join us must repent, confess and do satisfaction.... 
So the Anabaptists also say: What should baptism do for the remission of sins? It's 
only a handful of water! The Spirit has to do it when we are to be cleansed of sin; the 
water cannot do it. So the forgiveness of sins also are separated from the Word." 

42) Loci, Francof. 1599, II, 721 sqqg. Examen 1668, p. 138. 

43) Quenstedt, Systema, II, 766 sq: Gratia qua justificamur est misericordia et 
gratuitus Dei favor, non infususus caritatis aut sanctitatis habitus aut qualitas nobis 
subjective inhaerens. - Distinguendum inter gratiam et donum gratiae, inter ipsum 
favorem et effectum favoris. Gratia per quam justificamur non notat donum vel 
effectum quoddam gratiae in nobis, sed affectum benevolentissimum in Deo seu 
gratuitum Dei favorem. Non diffitemur quidem quandoque gratiam Dei metonymice 
accipi pro donis gratiae, eam tamen gratiam qua justificamur aliam esse negamus 
quam gratuitum Dei favorem et misericordiam, - Gratiam Dei in articulo 
justificationis gratuitum Dei favorem significare, probatur ... a gratiae infusae ab 
actu justificationis remotione. Gratia infusa est opus legis seu bonus motus voluntatis 
et appetituum, quae tamen ab actu justificationis removentur, Rom. 3:20 Quod igitur 
ab actu justificationis excluditur, id per vocabulum gratiae in articulo justificationis 
non denotatur. [Google Translate] 
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favor, mercy and love, which is expressed in the word and should now be 
believed, and those, on the other hand, are called gifts. And these are indeed 
glorious gifts; but he who builds forgiveness on them has built on sand.” 


(Die luth. L von der Rechif.. p. 85 £.)” 


3. Attributes of saving grace. * 
a. Grace in Christ. The grace according to which God is gracious to 


sinful people condemned by the law is, according to Scripture, not an 
aE aE eT GETS © bu a grace 


in Christ or for Christ's sake, that is, a grace acquired through Christ's 
vicarious satisfaction (satisfactio vicaria). We may well be justified without 
works on our part, dbwpedv ty abtov yapitt, but—the Apostle immediately 
adds—o1d Tic GOALTPHOEWS THs EV 


44) Cf. F. Pieper in the report of the Southern District 1883, p. 48 f.: “Attention 
should be drawn to the various uses of the word grace. In Sacred Scripture, grace is 
also called that which is worked through God's grace in man, that is, what is in man. 
That someone loves God's Word, avoids sin and walks godly is also God's grace, a 
gift of grace. Now the question arises as to whether the word 'grace' should be taken 
to mean when we say: a person is justified by grace. The answer is: ...no. Here the 
word grace has a completely different meaning. It denotes the gracious disposition, 
the ‘favor’ (favor) of God, which Christ brought about and as a result of which God 
now offers sinners free forgiveness of sins. It says Rom. 3:24: ‘Being justified freely 
by his’—namely God's—‘grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus’. This 
meaning of the word ‘grace’ is certainly to be held fast in the doctrine of justification. 
This keeps one off the right track, whereas one immediately falls into Papism as soon 
as one confuses grace and the effects of grace. That is why, in addition to the ‘by 
grace’, the ‘by faith alone’ must be held fast against the Papists. For the “by faith 
alone’ forces the right understanding of the word ‘grace’. If we become righteous by 
faith alone, grace must consist in the fact that God, in Christ's merciful spirit, 
promises forgiveness of sins in the Word of the Gospel.” 

45) Thus Socinus asserts: Nisi velimus Deo minus concedere quam hominibus 
ipsis concedatur, confitendum omnino est, Deum jure (according to his power 
perfection) potuisse nobis peccata nostra ignoscere, nulla pro ipsis vera satisfactione 


accepta. [“If we would not grant God less than we grant men themselves, we must by 
all means admit 
| (Praelect. theol., c. 16. Cf. 


Calov, Socinianismus profligatus, p. 370. Quenstedt II, 436.) Thomas Aquinas also 
expresses the same opinion, arguing that God has no one superior to him, cum non 
habeat superiorem. (Summa III, qu. 46, art. 2.) 
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Xptot@ Inood, Rom. 3:24. God's gracious disposition must therefore not be 
thought of without the redemption that has happened through Christ. *° An 
attempt has been made to think of the redemption through Christ as 
liberation in general and not as a ransom. But in doing so, one takes one's 
standpoint outside the Scriptures. *”’ Scripture explicitly mentions as the 
purchase price for which grace is available to men the fact that Christ came 
for men both under duty,*® and under the curse of the divine law given to 
men. *”) The further thetic and antithetic exposition of satisfactio vicaria 
takes place in the teaching of Christ's work. Here, the reference to Christ's 
merit is necessary in order to bring the scriptural concept of saving grace 
into light. According to Scripture, human merit and God's grace are 
completely mutually exclusive, Rom. 11:6: & yapitt obKETL ODKETL EE EPy@v 
[“If by grace, then is it no more of works; otherwise grace is no more 
grace”’], but Christ's merit and God's grace are not mutually exclusive, but 
inseparably connected. Or what is the same: the gracious attitude that God 
now has toward the world of sinners does not exclude, but rather includes the 
satisfaction of the demanding and punishing justice of God through Christ's 
vicarious satisfaction. *” At this point it is a question of affirming or denying 
the Christian concept of grace. As grace is nullified (otKétt yivetat yapic, 
Rom. 11:6) when the merit of man's works is attempted to be bound with it, 
so it is nullified when it is attempted to be detached from the vicarious 
satisfaction 


46) Quenstedt: Justificamur quidem gratia, Rom. 3:24, non autem absoluta, quia 
01a. TH anoAvTpaaEeas tHS Ev Xpioty Tyood [“We are indeed justified by grace (Rom. 
3:24); not, however, by an absolute grace, because the Apostle states, ‘through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus””’]. (Systems, II, 774.) Good also David Brown in 
Commentary Critical, etc. zu di Ths oOADTPMGE OOc KTA.[pg.228]: “A most 
significant clause, teaching us that though justification is quite gratuitous, it is not a 
mere fiat of the divine will, but based on a redemption, i. e., the payment of a ransom 
in Christ's death." 

47) So rightly Meyer on Rom. 3:24 against Ritschl and others. 

48) Gal. 4:4-5: yevopevov 020 vonov tva Tov D0 VOLOV EEayopdoy (obedientia 
activa). 

49) Gal. 3:13: nudc écnydpacev &k thc Katdpac TOD VOpLoOD yEvo"EVOS DEP HUOV 
xatapa (obedientia passiva). 

50) Rom 3:25: sic évdetEw Tic Sukatoobvys avdtod KTA [“to declare His 
righteousness’’]. According to the context (616 Tyv Tape TOV TOV TPOYEYOVOTOV 
OLAPTHUATOV Ev Ev BEov avoyT TOV TH), Sukatoovvn Beov can only describe the 
demanding and punishing justice of God. So rightly Meyer, Philippi, Thomasius etc. 
Cf. especially also Stéckhardt in the commentary, p. 154 ff. 


19 = Grace in Christ. [English ed. ~ 19-20] 
of Christ. Grace conceived without this satisfaction is a non-ens. Whoever 
believes it “believes in the air” and has entered into pagan territory, for it 
is—as Luther rightly observes—a characteristic of paganism that it wants to 
believe in God without the "cost" of redemption that has come through 
Christ. >!) The Christian concept of grace is also falsified by the very fact that 
grace is only partly based on Christ's vicarious satisfaction, by assuming that 
Christ's merit is not in itself, according to its intrinsic value, but only 
according to God's estimation or decree, a satisfaction for the sins of man 
(Acceptilation Theory: Scotists, Arminianer etc. >”. It can certainly be stated 
that Scripture bases grace not only partly but entirely on Christ's merit. All 
grace that is present is 614 Tig GMOAVTIpmoEws TH Ev Xpiotoe. [“through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus.”] >») The message of the grace of God, 
Acts 20:24, and the message of Christ crucified, 1 Cor. 2:2, are, according to 
Scripture, interchangeable terms and completely coincide. By even a partial 
detachment of grace from Christ's merit, the grace extra Christ is 
remembered, Christ is moved from the center of his work of redemption, 
while Paul says: “I determined not to know anything among you, si p) 
‘TInootv 


51) Luther (XI, 1085 f.): “I have often said before that faith alone is not enough 
to reach God, but that the cost must also be there. The Turk and Jew also believe in 
God, but without means and without comfort. Now what is the cost? This is indicated 
by the Gospel... Christ here teaches us that we are not lost, but have eternal life, that 
is, that God so loved us that He was ready to pay the price of thrusting His only, His 
dearest Child into our misery, hell and death, and having Him drink that up. Tn that 
way we shall be saved.” Quenstedt: Dei misericordia et Christi meritum arctissimo 
nexu cohaerent et divinus amor salvificus in Christi intercessione, sponsione et 
merito est fundatus, Joh. 1:17; Rom. 8:39; 1 Cor. 1:4; 1 Tim. 1:14 Recte Chemnitius 
in Harm. Ev., c. 28, p. 152: Extra Christum nulla gratia et misericordia Dei erga 
peccatores, nec debet, nec potest recte cogitari. Errant igitur Sociniani, qui amorem 
Dei erga homines peccatores extra et citra satisfactionem Christi ponunt. [“God’s 
compassion and Christ’s merit are most closely bound together, and the saving divine 
love is founded in Christ’s intercession, pledge, and merit ( John 1:17; Rom. 8:39; 1 
Cor. 1:4; 1 Tim. 1:14). Chemnitz rightly says in the Harm. Ev., c. 28, p. 152: 
‘Outside Christ no grace and mercy of God toward sinners should or can be thought 
of. Therefore the Socinians err, who assume a love of God for sinful man outside and 
without the satisfaction of Christ’”] (Systema II, 6.) 

52) More in the doctrine of Christ's Work. 

53) Meyer correctly remarks on Rom. 3:24 against Hofmann's view of 
anoAvTpH®oEws [redemption] as liberation, "which the liberating person lets himself 
be costly": “No, the concept of the purchase price, and indeed the equivalent, lies in 
the modo vicario which takes the place of the liberated person”. 


20 = Saving grace of God. /English ed. ~ 20] 
Xptotov kai TodtoOv EotavpwMpévo" [“save Jesus Christ and Him crucified”’], 
1 Cor. 2:2, and to speculations about the will of God except Christ. 
Luther impresses tremendously that we should not worry about God's 
grace without Christ's vicarious satisfaction. He says: “So grace is given to 
us gratuitously, that it costs us nothing, but it has nevertheless cost_another 
much for us, and has been acquired with incalculable, infinite treasure, 
namely through the Son of God himself.”°>’ Questions like these: whether 
God, by virtue of his divine perfection of power, as supreme judge etc, that 
is, without the vicarious satisfaction of Christ, can be gracious to men, are 
also completely useless, since the fact that God is gracious to sinful men 
only for Christ's sake is established by the revelation of Scripture. °® 


The Christian Church is the fellowship of those who believe in Christ, 


54) This is how Calvin thinks of the grace of God extra Christum when he (Inst. 
I, 17, 1) asserts that Christ's merit as the merit of a human being (!) is not of 
sufficient value, but receives its value by God's ordinance (ordinatio). Thus the 
Christian concept of grace is abandoned and the basis for speculation about the 
absolute God is laid. 

55) XII, 262 f. 

56) Quenstedt: Non opus est de potestate Dei disputare, ubi de voluntate ejus ex 
revelatione constat. [Google] (Systema II, 436.) Luther sharply rejects all human 
speculation about God's ability when there is a revelation in Scripture about God's 
actual will and action. He writes against the objection of the enthusiasts, that the faith 
of Christians can be sufficiently strengthened by the preached gospel without the 
body of Christ in the Lord's Supper: "Yes, that would be done apart from the 
sacrament. Is it true that it may also be done without the body of Christ at the right 
hand of God; should Christ at the right hand of God not be? Again, it might happen 
without the Gospel, because who would have wanted to hinder God if he would have 
wanted to redeem us by his [sovereign] deed, and would not have let any of it be 
preached or become man? Just as He created heaven and earth and still does 
everything without preaching and does not become man for that reason: should the 
gospel therefore be nothing? And now he will give it to you through the humanity of 
Christ, through the Word, through the bread of the Lord's Supper, who are you, 
arrogant, ungrateful devil, who may ask why he does not do it? Will you set and 
choose the way and the measure for him? "You should leap for joy that he does it by 
whatever means he chooses, only that you may obtain it." (XX, 882 f.) 


21 > General Grace. [English ed. ~ 21] 
that is, believe that they have a gracious God for Christ's sake, Eph. 1:7: ev @ 
(scil. Xpiotp) &youev thy anodbtp@oLy O14 TOD Aiatos abTOD THY ApEolv THV 
mapantw@patoy [“In whom we have redemption through his blood, the 
forgiveness of sins”] >” 

b. General grace. “ God's gracious disposition in Christ extends not 
only to a part of humanity, but to all people without exception. Or what is 
the same: the saving grace is a general grace. Gratia Dei erga homines 
lapsos non particularis, sed universalis est. [The grace of God towards fallen 
men is not particular] The statements of Scripture can be divided into three 
groups in relation to particularism: a. Scripture explicitly mentions all 
human beings as the object of grace (love, mercy etc.) of God in Christ, Tit. 
2:11: Exeqavy yap 1 apis Tod Osod owtpios T&ow avOpamotc; the world, 
Jn. 3:16: Obtw> yap NyanNoEV 6 OEdc TOV KOGLOV HoTE TOV YiOV TOV 
povoyevi E5axKev; the whole world, 1 Jn. 2:2: avtdc (Christ) tAaondc éotiv 
MEPL TOV ALAPTLOV NLAV Ov TEpi TOV NMETEPOV SE LOVOV GAAG Kai mEpi GAOD 
tod Kdopov. The restriction of Joh. 3:16 to "the world of the elect" prohibits 
v. 18, according to which the world of which we are speaking also includes 

, b. Scripture explicitly says that the gratia universalis also 

refers to all single individuals, 2 Petr. 3:9: (6 KOptoc) pt BovAdpEVds Twvac; 
and when God swears Hezek. 33:11: “I have no pleasure in the death of the 
wicked", it is expressed that God's will of salvation extends to ever 
individual who is called "the ungodly", yii33, [HEBREW], c. 


ay 


. Christ's merit extends to them too, 


57) Art. IV of the A.C. teaches that “that men cannot be justified before God by 
their own strength, merits, or works, but are freely justified for Christ’s sake, through 
faith, when they believe that they are received into favor and that their sins are 
forgiven for Christ's sake, who, by His death, has made satisfaction for our sins”. 
[Trigl. 45] The Large Catechism states that "redemption" through Christianity is to be 
understood from Christ's vicarious satisfaction (454, 31 [Zrigl. 685, 31]), and faith in 
this satisfaction is to be understood as belonging to the Christian Church (456, 43 ff. 
[Trigl. 689, 43 ff.]); all who wish to obtain God's grace through their morality are 
"outside Christianity" (extra christianitatem) (458, 56; 460, 66 [Trigl. 693, 56; 695, 
66]). Cf. Luther's truly classical account of the "horrible, terrible conception and 
error” of those who think that God "may forgive the sufferings of Christ without his 
sufferings, and not count sin" (XII, 261 ff.). Cf. F. Pieper in L. u. W. 47, 322 ff.: "The 
Essence of Christianity according to Prof. Harnack", See also 1902 Missouri Synod 
convention essay, 1903 book by the same name; English translation: What Is 
Christianity? , 1933] 


22 2 The saving grace of God. [English ed. ~ 21-22] 


1 Cor. 8:11: The weak brother will perish, "for whom Christ died", 51 dv 
Xptotéc dnévdavev; Rom. 14:15: dbrép od Xpiotdc dné8avev; **) the false 
teachers who bring damnation upon themselves denying the Lord "the Lord 
that bought them", 2 Petr. 2:1. No less extends the will of God to the lost, 
which is directed to their conversion, Matt. 23:37: nSéAnou émtovvayayetv 
Té TEKVA COD ... KA OVK He~eAnoats. > Gerhard is rightly says in regard to 
the general grace, that the Scriptures testify to it with words, Christ with 
tears, God himself with an oath. 

The gratia universalis is the teaching of the Lutheran Church. The 
Lutheran confession holds the generality of saving grace in its entirety. It 
teaches the threefold universalism of the love of God, the merit of Christ and 
the earnest efficacy of the means of grace in all hearers of the Word. ©! The 
particular will of grace is explicitly rejected in the 


58). The objection that here we are talking about a case that could not occur at 
all (according to Shedd, Dogmatic Theology IU, 481), destroys the whole argument of 
the apostle. 

59) Thomasius summarizes the scripture statements like this: "God's will to love 
is a universal one; it encompasses all people, 1 Tim. 2:4: 6¢ mévtac avOpmmouc OéAEt 
owbjvat, the entirety of the apostate generation, Joh. 3,16: especially Rom. 11:32; he 
excludes no one from salvation, 2 Petr. 3:9, not even those who reject it, just as Christ 
died for those who reject and reject him, Rom. 14:15; 1 Cor. 8:11; 2 Petr. 2:1" 
(Dogmatics, 2nd ed. I, 423). 

60) De elect. et reprob. § 57: Huic sententiae (of particular grace) opponimus 
beneficam illam Dei voluntatem, qua serio omnium conversionem et salutem expetit, 
quam beneficam voluntatem Scriptura verbis, Christus lacrymis, Deus ipse juramento 
testatam fecit.|Google Translate 

61) FC 709, XI § 28-42 [Triglotta, pg 1071 f. § 28-42]: “We must in every way 
hold firmly and sturdily to this, that, as the preaching of repentance, so also the 
promise of the Gospel is universalis, that is, it pertains to all men, Luke 24:47. For 
this reason Christ has commanded ‘that repentance and remission of sins should be 
preached in His name among all nations.' ‘For God loved the world and gave His 
Son,’ John 3:16. Christ bore the sins of the world, John 1:29, gave His flesh for the 
life of the world, John 6:51; His blood is ‘the propitiation for the sins of the whole 
world,’ 1 John 1:7; 2:2. Christ says: ‘Come unto Me, all ye that labor and are heavy 
laden, and I will give you rest,’ Matt. 11:28. ‘God hath concluded them all in unbelief 
that He might have mercy upon all,’ Rom. 11:32. ‘The Lord is not willing that any 
should perish, but that all should come to repentance.’ 2 Pet. 3:9. And this call of 
God, which is made through the preaching of the Word, 
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Lutheran Confession. °” Of course, the synergists have reproached the 
Lutheran confession for actually abolishing the gratia universalis, because it 
so resolutely teaches the sola gratia alongside the gratia universalis, 
ascribing to those who are saved not better but also evil behavior and the 
same guilt in comparison with those who are lost, and therefore declaring the 
question why the one is converted and becomes saved before the other to be 
indissoluble in this life and counting it among the incomprehensible 
judgments and unfathomable ways of God. °°) This accusation that the 
doctrine of the Formula of Concord of sola gratia factually annuls the gratia 
universalis was not only made at the time of the writing of the Formula of 
Concord by the Synergists, but has also been strongly repeated in our time 
by the German and American Synergists. © But all this argument is based 
on the fundamental error that the measure of Christian doctrine is not the 
statements of Sacred Scripture, but human opinion of a "unified system”. 
Luther also testifies powerfully, along with the universality of the love of 
God and salvation through Christianity, so does the earnest calling of all 
hearers of the Word. © That Luther's 


we should not regard as jugglery, but know that thereby God reveals His will, that in 
those whom He thus calls He will work through the Word, that they mav be 
enlightened, converted, and saved.” 

62) FC 557, § 17-19 [Trigl. 837, XI, 17 ff.]: “We therefore reject the following 
error: 1. as when it is taught that God does not want all men to repent and believe the 
Gospel; 2. item, when God calls us to Himself that He is not serious about all men 
coming to Him; 3. item, when He calls us to Himself that He does not want all men to 
come to Him. 3. item that God does not want everyone to be saved, but, regardless of 
their sin, solely on the basis of God's counsel, intent and will, condemns them to 
damnation, so that they cannot be saved.” 

63) FC 716 f. [Trigl. 1081], § 57-64. 

64) One argues like Luthardt: “Would God Himself allow the appropriation of 
salvation, obedience of faith, conversion... , then however Predestinatianism” (the 
denial of the gratia universalis) “would be inevitable”. (Die Lehre vom freien Willen, 
p. 276.) Details are in the doctrines of Conversion and Election of Grace. 

65) On Joh. 1:29: “In that life we will have our joy and desire for eternity that 
the Son of God will lower himself so low and take my sin on his back, yes not only 
my sin, but also the whole world, which is done from Adam to the very last people, 
which he wants to have done and also suffer and die for it, so that I may be without 
sin and attain eternal life and happiness ... And the text is the Word of God, and not 
our word, 


24 Pa The saving grace of God. [English ed. ~ 23-24] 


distinction between voluntas revelata and abscondita leaves the gratia 
universalis intact will be explained in the section “Ecclesiastical 
Terminology in Relation to God's Will of Grace”. 

In view of the so clear scriptural testimony for God's general grace in 
Christ, one should hardly think it possible that within the Christian church 
the gratia universalis would ever have been questioned. Yet it has happened. 
Augustine, as far as we can see, did not exactly fight directly against the 
general grace; but the denial of the gratia universalis is in the background, 
and he therefore tinkered with various impossible interpretations of Scripture 
such as 1 Tim. 2:4: “God would have all men to be saved”. © He did 


nor devised by us, that God slew this lamb for this purpose, and that the little lamb, 
out of God's obedience to the Father, took upon himself the sins of the whole world. 
But the world will not go. .... What more should the lamb do? He says, You are all 
condemned, but I will take your sin upon myself; I have become the whole world 
having received the person of all men from Adam; that if any man received sin from 
Adam, he will give us righteousness for it. Then I should say: I want to believe that. 
... But that they believe not, that it is not because of the fault of Christ's Lord, but that 
the fault is mine. If I do not believe, I am damned. In short, I must say that the Lamb 
of God has borne the sin of the world, and I am earnestly commanded to believe and 
confess it, and die upon it. Yes, would you like to say, who knows whether he also 
bears my sin? I do believe that he bore St. Peter's, St. Paul's and other holy sins, they 
were pious people, even if I were St. Peter or St. Paul! Can't you hear what St. John 
says here: "This is the Lamb of God, who bears the sins of the world"? Now you 
cannot deny that you are also a part of the world. If you are in the world and your sins 
are a part of the world's sin, then the text is written here: All that is called sin, world 
and sin of the world, from the beginning of the world to the end, that is from the 
Lamb of God alone; and because you are and remain a part of the world, you will 
also enjoy what the text says of this place.” (VII, 1717 ff.) 

66) Soon he transforms omnes homines into multos [“all men’”’] (De corrept. et 
gratia, c. 14), soon into omne hominum genus [“many men” (Enchir. ad Laur., c. 
103). At the latter passage, at the beginning of the chapter, he thinks he can even 
formulate the words: tanquam diceretur, nullum hominem fieri salvum, nisi quem 
salvum fieri ipse (Deus) voluerit. [Google] St. Augustine feels that with these 
interpretations he has not grasped the meaning of the passage. Therefore he finally 
says in despair: Et quocxmque alio modo intelligi potest, dum tamen credere non 
cogamur, aliquid omnipotentem Deum voluisse fieri factumque non esse. He has lost 
sight of the truth of Scripture that God works through the means of grace, he can be 
resisted, Matt. 23:37; Acts 7:51. 
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not succeed in finding the completely scriptural position with respect to 
Pelagius. ®” In Gottschalk's dispute in the 9th century (Gottschalk + 869) 
both sides were groping in the dark about the same time. But Gottschalk's 
error is clearly evident in that he limits God's will of salvation and Christ's 
merit to the elect. ®’ — Not only is the gratia universalis in the Calvinist- 
Reformed church fellowship denied, but in part fiercely fought against, and 
against it the threefold particularism of the saving grace is asserted in the 
harshest form: neither God loves all people, nor has Christ redeemed all, nor 
does the Holy Spirit want to convert all. ©”) Practically without significance 


67) Cf. Chemnitz' Loci, De justif, p. 728: Augustine's fundamental error consists 
in the fact that, in contrast to Pelagius, who denied the renewing power of grace, he 
brought the gratia infusa into the foreground in such a way that the first and most 
excellent concept of grace, grace as the expiation of sins (favor Dei propter 
Christum), at least strongly receded into the background in his theologizing. For him, 
justification is not only God's judgment of justification, but also the infusion of 
powers of [divine] grace. 

68) Ego Goteschalcus credo et confiteor quod . Illos omnes impios et 
peccatores, quos proprio fuso sanguine Filius Dei redimere venit, hos omnipotentis 
Dei bonitas ad vitam praedestinatos irretractabi liter salvari tantummodo velit : et 
rursum illos omnes impios et peccatores, pro quibus idem Filius Dei nec corpus 
assumsit, nec orationem, ne dico sanguinem fudit, neque pro eis ullo modo crucifixus 
Juit, quippe quos pessimos futuros esse praescivit, quosque juStissime in aeterna 
praecipitandos tormenta praefinivit, ipsos omnino perpetim salvari penitus nolit. 
[Google Translate] (By Gieseler I, 1. 101.) 

69) So in contrast to all attempts at mitigation within the Reformed Church itself 
(amyraldism) the Formula Consensus Helvetici 13: Christ ... in tempore novi foederis 
sponsor factus est pro iis solis, qui per aeternam electionem dati ipsi sunt ut populus 
peculii, semen, et haereditas ejus. Pro solis quippe electis ex decretorio patris 
consilio propriaque intentione diram mortem oppetiit, solos illos in sinum paternae 
gratiae restituit, solos Deo patri offenso reconciliavit et a maledictione legis 
liberavit. 16: haec omnia quum ita se omnino habeant, haud sane probare possumus 
oppositam doctrinam illorum, qui statuunt, Christum propria intentione et consilio 
tum suo, tum Patris ipsum mittentis mortuum esse pro omnibus et singulis, addita 
conditione impossibili, si videlicet credant. Beza is also particularly clear: Nullum 
tempus fuit vel est vel erit, quo voluerit, Felit aut voliturus sit Deus singulorum 
misereri. [Google Translate] (Respons. 2. ad acta Colloq. Mompelg., p. 194; in 
Quenstedt II, 11.) Friedr. Spanheim: Sententiae nostrae summa est: Nec voluntatem 
omnium et singulorum hominum miserendi ad salutem, Deo adscribi posse; nec 
voluntatem omnes et singulos per Christum redimendi, neque voluntatem omnes et 
singulos 
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for the question of the gratia universalis is the difference between 
supralapsarians (God has decided to create a part of human beings to 
damnation ™ and infralapsarians (God has decided to leave a part of human 
beings in the damnation that has come upon all human beings through the 
Fall, or to pass them by with His grace ”). Also the so-called hypothetical 
universalism of the Amyraldists, according to which grace is present for all 
people through Christ, but God wants to work faith only in the chosen ones, 
comes practically to the denial of the gratia universalis. ’ — Particularism 
in all its forms has 


per Christum vocandi: adeoque gratiam universal nec statui debere nec defendi 
posse. [Google Translate] (Disp. de gratia univers., thes. 5, p. 231; by Quenstedt II, 
11.) The Westminster Confession of Faith: “Neither are any other redeemed Christ, 
effectually called . . . but the elect only.” (Chap. III, 6.) 

70) Calvin: Non pari conditione creantur omnes, sed aliis vita aeterna, aliis 
damnatio aeterna praeordinatur. Itaque prout in alterutrum quisque conditus est, ita 
vel ad vitam vel ad mortem praedestinatum dicimus. Inst. Il, 21, 5. Also UI, 24, 12. 

71) Thus the Dordrecht resolutions (in Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom II, 
550 ff.) and most of the Reformed Confessions. According to the Dordrecht 
resolutions, God is said to have decided to "in communi miseria, in quam se sua 
culpa praecipitarunt, relinquere nec salvifica fide et conversionis gratia donare". [to 
leave them in the common misery into which they have plunged themselves by their 
own fault, and not to give saving faith and the grace of conversion] (l.c., p. 555.) So 
also the Westminster Confession of Faith: "The rest of mankind God was pleased, 
according to the unsearchable counsel of His own will, whereby He extendeth or 
withholdeth mercy as He pleaseth for the glory of His sovereign power over His 
creatures, to pass by, and to ordain them to dishonor and wrath for their sin, to the 
praise of His glorious justice. (In Schaff II, 610.) The American Presbyterians in 
their Confession of Faith have not yet changed this wording. However, a Declaratory 
Statement and a Letter Statement of the Reformed Faith were adopted by the General 
Assembly in 1903. Both documents have the tendency to grant Arminianism, in 
addition to Calvinism, domestic authority with the Presbyterians. The documents are 
printed in E. F. Karl Miiller, Die Bekenntnisschriften der ref. Kirche. 1903, p. 941 ff. 
For an assessment see L. and W. 48, 182 f.; 49, 187 f. 

72) Amyraldists, after Moses Amyraldus (Amhraut), + 1664, last professor in 
Saumur. Cf. A. Schweizer, Zentraldogmen II, 292 ff. The latter about Amhraut in 
RE.? (retained in RE.*): "Amyraldism holds on to real particularism, so much so that 
an ideal universalism is added. The main proposition is this: There is a will in God 
that all men become saved under the condition of faith, a condition which they could 
well afford in themselves, but which they inevitably disdain in view of the 


27 > General Grace. [English ed. ~ 26] 


its foundation not in the Scriptures, but in a human speculation about the will 
and activity of God. Just as Reformed Christology finally sets a 
philosophical proposition against all Scriptural statements which refer to the 
communion of natures and the communication of attributes in the person of 
Christ: Finitum non est capax infiniti, the Reformed denial of the doctrine of 
the gratia universalis is ultimately and decisively based on a philosophical 
proposition, namely on the sentence: "What God seriously intends must in 
any case actually happen". Now, not all people actually become saved. 
Consequently, God has never loved the world, Christ has never reconciled 
the world, and the Holy Spirit never wants to work faith in all hearers of the 
Word. Calvin argues in this way in the four chapters of his Institutiones, in 
which he sets out his doctrine of predestination. 7) He rejects the scriptural 
statements that are based on the general will to grace, with the recurring 
remark that the extension of the divine will to grace must be judged by the 
result. Thus a recent Reformed, Bohl, argues against 1 Tim. 2:4: "If 
according to this passage the will of God were such that God wanted to save 
everyone, head by head, this would also happen, or there would be nothing 
more fragile and frail than the will of God, which has not yet been realized in 
the greater number of people from Adam until now."”>’ Thus Charles Hodge 
argues: "It cannot be supposed that God intends what is never accomplished; 
that He purposes what He does not intend to effect; that He adopts means 


inherited corruption that is now inherent, so that this general will of grace does not 
make a single one factually saved. In addition, there is a particular will in God, by 
which he has eternally fixed that a certain number of certain persons should be saved, 
but all others should be passed over with this grace'". Quenstedt's judgment is correct: 
Calvinistae hypothetici categoricis merito sunt annumerandi. (“The Hypothetical 
Calvinists must be put in the same class with the Categorical Calvinists”] (Syst. IL, 
11.) 

73) Institut. WW, 21-24. 

74) Cf. especially II, 24, 15-17 The statement of the prophet Ezekiel that God 
does not take pleasure in the death of the wicked, but that the wicked convert from 
his nature and live, Ezekiel. 33:11, Calvin counters: Experientia docet, ita velle 
(Deum) resipiscere quos ad se invitat, ut non tangat omnium corda. From the 
objection that then, however, the general promises were not to be trusted, he answers: 
Quamlibet universales sint salutis promissiones, nihil tamen a reproborum 
praedestinatione discrepant, modo in earum effectum mentem dirigamus. [Google] 


75) Dogmatik, p. 286. 
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for an end which is never to be attained. This cannot be affirmed of any 
rational being who has the wisdom and power to secure the execution of his 
purposes. Much less can it be said of Him whose power and wisdom are 
infinite. [f all men are not saved, God never purposed their salvation and 
never devised and put into operation means designed to accomplish that end. 
We must assume that the result is the interpretation of the purposes of God." 


And specifically with regard to the merit of Christ, Hodge adds: "If a 


1 76) 


designed for all men, it must secure the salvation of al 
Ret ee eer Scripture teaches, 


however, "that God intends what is never accomplished". Scripture teaches 
that God intends to save the world through Christianity, Jn 3:17: "God did 
not send His Son into the world to judge the world, but wa owt 6 KdcpL0¢6 
bu avtov, and yet God's purpose is not achieved in one part of the world, v. 
18: “But he that believeth not is already judged, because he hath not believed 
in the name of the only begotten Son of God.” Scripture teaches that Christ 
also died for those who are lost, Rom. 14:15: pn to Bpmpati cov andAAvE 
andAAve vTEp Ov Xpiotos dnévave; also 2 Petr. 2:1-2. Also by numerous 
examples, Scripture teaches that God wants the happiness of those on whom 
He does not achieve His will. With regard to Jerusalem, Christ declares: 
NHOEANCA ELIOVVAyaYyEIV TH TEKVA GOV... Kai ODK NOEANoaTE, Matt. 23:37. It 
is said of the Pharisees and scribes that they denied the will of God (thv 
Bova tov be0v), who also wanted their salvation,” HOétoav, Luke 7:30. 
The Jews of Antioch were also able to reject the salvation intended for them 
by God and offered to them in the word of the gospel, as the apostle 
explicitly explains: "Yuiv Hv dvayKaiov mpOtov AANOFvat tov AOyov tod 
Osod ExE107) GmMOEioVe AdTOV Kai ODK AElovs KpivEeTE EAVTODS Tic ai@viov 
Cars KtA [Acts 13:46]. The sentence: "We must assume that the result is the 
interpretation of the purposes of God" is thus to be described as a human 
thought that stands in stark contrast to the statements of Scripture. According 
to this 


76) Systematic Theology I, 323. 
77) Also John's baptism was not an empty ceremony, but happened sic ageow 
ALApTIOV naw according to Mark. 1:4. 
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human thought contrary to Scripture, however, the representatives of the 
gratia particularis now reinterpret the statements in Scripture, which refer to 
the gratia universalis, by using the following for the general concepts: "all 
people", "world", "whole world" etc. they use, contrary to the context and 
the meaning of the words, the particular ones: "all kinds of people", "the 
chosen ones", "the Church" etc. and declare the general will of grace 
expressed in the word of Scripture to be a mere voluntas signi, which is to be 
understood according to the voluntas beneplaciti, according to which God 
wants the salvation only of the chosen ones. 7* 

That the grace of God, although it does not achieve its goal with all men, 
is nevertheless rightly to be called a gratia seria et efficax, [earnest and 
effective grace] and where it comes from that men with their finite power 
can successfully resist the will of the Almighty God, is explained in the 
following section. 

c. Ernest grace. “ The gracious attitude of God in Christ is not an idle 
watching of God (otiosa complacentia, nuda velleitas), but a serious and 
effective one (gratia seria et efficax). This is the quality that we must testify 
to by the grace of God on the basis of Scripture: 1) because Christ has 
commanded the Church to go into all the world and proclaim to all the world 
the Gospel, which is the fact that God is gracious to all men for Christ's sake; 
™ 2. because the Holy Spirit wants to work faith in the Gospel in all who 
hear the Gospel. This is especially clear in Matt. 23:37, where God's 
intention of grace in relation to Jerusalem that remains unbelieving is 
described with the words: n8éAnou éxiovvayayeiv Th TEKVA OOD. 
Emovwvayaysiv means to gather together spiritually, to bring to faith; and that 
Christ did not merely want to gather the children of Jerusalem outwardly and 
superficially, 


78) Calvin in the commentary on | Tim. 2:4: De hominum generibus, non de 
singulis personis sermo est. [It is a matter of classes of men, not of individual 
persons.] Also in Jnstitut. Ill, 24, 16. Shedd refers (Dogmatic Theology II, 479) to the 
church all the passages that testify to the redemption of the world through 
Christianity. Chamier: Etsi Deus velit omnes homines salvari voluntate illa sive signi 
sive conditionata sive non efficaci, at non vult tamen omnes salvari voluntate illa 
beneplaciti sive absoluta sive efficaci. (Panstrat. II, 7, 6; in Quenstedt II, 13.) Cf. in 
L. u. W. 44, pp. 65-166, F. Pieper: “Are Lutherans embarrassed in view of the 
scriptural passages dealing with predestination?” Here all the objections with which 
the Reformed want to transform the universal statements of Scripture into particular 
ones have been addressed, and at the same time it has been demonstrated that all the 
scriptural passages cited by the Confession of Faith for the gratia particularis do not 
prove this. 

79) Mark. 16:15; Luke 24:47; 2 Cor. 5:19. 
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but wanted to gather the children of Jerusalem very earnestly and urgently, is 
further expressed by the addition: " 

wings". *° Likewise, Scripture teaches that God's will and effect of grace 
extends not only to the first creation but also to the maintenance and 
completion of faith, Phil. 1:6: 6 évap&épEevoc Ev dpiv Epyov wyabov 
EMITEAECEL GYPL HEPA Xptotod Inood; 3. because the Scriptures attribute 
the fact that many hearers of the gospel actually do not come to faith not to a 
passing by with grace and a lack of the earnest effect of God's grace, but to 
resistance, whereby people persistently oppose the effect of the grace of the 
Holy Spirit, Matt. 23:37: nOéAnou éxiovvayayeiv. . . Kai ovk NOEAnoate; 
Acts 7:51: ast tO mvevpatt To Gyiw Gvtmititets. If one does not want to 
refrain from extracting 


. 8) For, however, the effect of God, by 
which he wants to bring faith to man, can be resisted (gratia resistibilis). The 


possibility of 


80) Luther VII, 1260 f.: "Christ needs a very lovely and consoling figure, so that 
he can compare himself to a hen. ... It is not a bird, or even an animal, that takes care 
of its young or chicks so warmly and so seriously as a hen. See how she lives and 
does for her chicks, so that she even gains another voice and cry when she guides her 
chicks. See how she adorns herself and spreads her wings, and may even fly at your 
neck, so that no animal has such an affect as a hen has. ... Therefore the LORD 
imagines Christ himself, and has often proved with his work that he is like a hen that 
burns. For Moses was the first to gather the people together under the divine Word 
and its protection. So David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and all the prophets also did that they 
were all feathers and wings, under which wings God would have liked to gather the 
Jewish people together. But Christ says here: You have driven David away, slain 
Isaiah, driven Eliam away, and killed all the other prophets, and you did not want to 
put them under these wings. So now I and my apostles are also hens, we cluck and 
call: Hear us, crawl under our wings etc.! And if God still sends preachers and gives 
his Word, he spreads out his wings so that we should crawl under them and seek 
shelter, protection and help against the pond, the devil, and all his angels. 


81) L. u. W. 44, 99. 
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human resistance to divine efficacy cannot, of course, be explained, as has 
been recently attempted again, by the fact that the effect by which God 
produces faith in man is not an effect of divine omnipotence. *” The effect of 
omnipotence is very clearly taught by Scripture when it is quoted by the 
Christians. Eph. 1:19-20 says: miotebovtas Katd tiv EVEpyEelav TOD KpaTOUG 
Thc isyboc adtod fv évipynkev év TH Xpiotd éysipac adtov ék vexpdv. 8) 
But we must say on the basis of Scripture that the activity of God, which 
takes place through the means of grace, has the characteristic of being able to 
resist it, even though it is also an effect of omnipotence. Luther's sentence is 
in accordance with Scripture: God, working through means, can be resisted; 
God, working without means in revealed majesty, cannot be resisted. *” 
When Christ acts and speaks to people through His Word: Agvte mpdc pe 
nmavtec, Matt. 11:28, resistance is possible, because Christ reports: ovK 
n9eAnoate, Matt. 23:37. But when Christ appears on the Last Day, in 
revealed glory (év ™ 50En avtod), all resistance is excluded, as Christ also 
reports: ovvaySyoovtat Eumpoodev avtob mavta TA KTA. The statement of the 
representatives of the gratia particularis that God, where He works 
earnestly, cannot be resisted, is therefore to be corrected on the basis of 
Scripture so that God, working by means, can be resisted even if He works 
earnestly. *°) 


82) For example, Dieckhoff in the Election controversy. Cf. the treatise 
"Resistible and Irresistible Grace" L. u. W. 1887, p. 117 ff. 

83) Likewise 2 Cor. 4:6. Cf. F. Pieper, Grunddifferenz etc. p. 16 f. 

84) Luther says in De servo arbitrio [Bondage of the Will]: Aliquem posse 
extolli supra Deum, quatenus est praedicatus et cultus, id est, supra verbum et 
cultum, quo Deus nobis cognitus est et nobiscum habet commercium. The supra 
Deum non cultum nec praedieatuin, ut est in sua natura et majestate, nihil potest 
extolli, sed omnia sunt sub potenti manu ejus. [Google Translate] (Opp. v. a. VII, 221 
sq. St. L. XVII, 1794.) This is the biblical concept of "divine self-limitation", the 


knowledge of which is missing in Luther and in F. C. (Cf. Ottingen, Dogmatics II, 1, 
591.) The newer synergists speak erroneously of a "divine self-limitation" in the 
sense that God refrains from acting alone, without human assistance, to promote faith 
in the Gospel. 

85) 
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But with that the whole Calvinist argument that "success" is the right 
interpretation of the will of God is lost. 

The divine act of hardening is not a proof against, but for the gratia 
seria et efficax, if hardening is understood according to Scripture. According 
to Scripture, hardening is not an absolute decree, but it takes place at the root 
of human guilt, that is, resistance to God's word and will. Obduracy is God's 
judgment of wrath against those who despise the grace offered to them and 
resist the working of the Holy Spirit. As Rom. 11:9 explicitly states, it is 
done "for retribution" (ec Gvtarddou1a). °° This also emerges from the 
context of the passages in the Gospels where it is reported about hardening, 
blindness, concealment of grace etc.: Joh. 12:40; Matt. 13:14-15; 11:25-26; 
23:38 etc. The words Joh. 12:40: " He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened 
their heart" etc. are preceded by the words (v. 35-37): "He hath blinded their 
eyes, and hardened their heart. ... While ye have light, believe in the light, 
that ye may be the children of light. These things spake Jesus, and departed, 
and did hide himself from them. 37 But though he had done so many 
miracles before them, yet they believed not on him." Matt. 11:25: amexpouyac 
TAVTA UO COPMV KAI ODVETOV, is preceded by a report of the most urgent 
offering of grace from God, v. 20 ff: "Then began he to upbraid the cities 
wherein most of his mighty works were done, because they repented not" 
etc. And by describing the persons to whom the concealment happened as 
ooo kai ovvetoi, it is expressed that here a judgment of punishment is 
carried out on people who opposed the divine revelation of grace with their 
own wisdom. ®” The report of the withdrawal of grace, 


86) Meyer in his Commentary: "So they (the Jews) must be recompensed for 
what they have done, namely by rejecting the faith in Christ.” 

87) So also Luther on these words (VII, 133 f.): "Christ here boasts that God is 
right to hide his secrets from these wise and prudent people, because they 
themselves want to be above, not below, God. Not that he hides them in deed 
or by will, since he commands that they be preached publicly under all 
heaven and in all lands, but 
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Matt. 23:38: dgietat duiv 6 oikoc DU@V <EpNLOg), is immediately preceded 
by the words, "Jerusalem, Jerusalem, you who kill the prophets.... How 
often have I wanted to gather your children together ... and you would not." 
So when Jews were hardened, what Stephen had told them was preceded by 
Acts 7:51 "You always resist the Holy Spirit, as your fathers did, so do you.” 


88) 


But the gratia seria et efficax must hold the Christian Church not only 
against the Calvinists, but also against the Synergists, in so far as they allow 
the effect of divine grace to extend only to the possibility, not to the reality 
of faith. It is true that the Arminians and the synergistic Lutherans say of 
grace that it is seria, efficax, sufficiens, indeed that everything works. But 
then they add that the divine effect of grace in the means of grace is not 
sufficient to bring about faith. For the actual coming into being of faith 
human cooperation is necessary. Some call that on which faith, in addition to 
the divine effect of grace, is to depend, almost human cooperation 
(cooperatio) and the exercise of natural free will. °°’ Others call 


that he has chosen such a sermon, from which the wise and prudent have an 
abhorrence by nature, and which is hidden from them through their own fault. 
because they do not want to have it, as Isaiah 6, 9: See it and do not perceive it. 
Behold, they see that is, they have the doctrine which has been preached openly and 
publicly, and yet they do not see because they turn away from it and do not want it. 
Thus they hide the truth from themselves through their own blindness." 

88) L. u. W. 44, 101 f.: "It is a peculiar deception of the devil if, until the most 
recent times, obstinacy has been cited as proof of the particular grace and effect of 
grace of the Holy Spirit, while it proves just the opposite. . .. We would like to 
extend Gerhard's statement above a little. We would like to say: to prove God's 
general earnest will of grace: the words of the Scriptures, the tears of Christ, the oath 
of God and - the judgment of wrath, of hardening, that is, the wrath of God against 
those who despise his hot love in Christ and resist the Holy Spirit. Also Luther to 
Matt. 13:15: "I wanted to help them, He (God) says, because of this I send them My 
Son; but the hardening of their heart is against My will and their happiness. (VIL, 
195) 

89) The Apol. Conf. Remonstr. mention the gift gratia efficax ex eventu in the 
sense that the statuary gratia habere ex se sufficient vim ad pro- 
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it is the "self-decision" made possible by grace, the right human " conduct" 
or yielding to grace, the cessation of willful reluctance etc. °° The meaning 
remains always the same, namely that the divine effect in the means of grace 
is not sufficient to produce faith itself. But Scripture teaches that grace not 
only makes faith possible, but also makes it real, or gives not only the 
strength to believe, but also the act of faith, Phil. 1:29: duiv éyapioOn... To 
gig AVTOV MLOTEVELV. 


Admittedly, when on the basis of Scripture both the gratia universalis, 
seria et efficax and the sola gratia are recorded, a question arises which has 
always been the crux theologorum, namely the question: Why then are not 
all people converted and saved? Both the Calvinists and the Synergists have 
an answer to this question, as is evident from the above. The Calvinists 
answer this question by denying the universalis gratia, and the synergists by 
denying the sola gratia. Both solutions contradict Scripture. The Lutheran 
Church recognizes at this point a mystery that is insoluble in this life and 
teaches that the universalis gratia and the sola gratia are to be kept side by 
side without rational mediation, or, which is the same thing, that on this 
question all thoughts must remain within these limits: he who is saved is 
saved by grace alone, not as a result of a lesser debt or a better attitude 
towards grace; he who is lost is lost through his own fault, not as a result of a 
lack of God's grace and action of grace. ?) 


ducendum assensum in voluntate, sed, quia vis illa partialis est, non posse exire in 
actum sine cooperatione liberae voluntatis humanae, ac proinde ut effectum habeat, 
pendere a libera voluntate. [“that it may be established that grace has of itself a 
sufficient force to produce assent in the will, but, because that force is partial, it 
cannot be brought into action without the cooperation of the free human will, and 
therefore depends on the free will to have its effect.”] (Cf. Winer, Comparative 
Darstellung etc., 3rd ed., p. 81 f.) 

90) Thus Latermann and most recent Lutherans. Cf. Luthardt, Christi. 
Glaubenslehre 1898, S. 441 f. — Lutheran Standard of February 28, 1891: 
"According to the revealed order of salvation the actual final result of the means of 
grace depends not only on the sufficiency and efficacy of the means themselves, but 
also upon the conduct of man in regard to the necessary condition of passiveness and 
submissiveness under the Gospel call.” See F. Pieper, Grunddifferenz etc., p. 19 ff. 

91) F. C. 716, 57-64 [FC 11, 57-64; Trigl. 1081, 57-64]; see F. Pieper 
Grunddifferenz etc., pp. 12-26. 
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The various attempts to solve this problem do not reveal theological 
maturity, but theological immaturity. The general grace is and remains an 
article of faith. Nor should we be moved by the fact that not all the peoples 
of the earth and not all the individuals within a people have had the Gospel, 
to call into question the gratia universalis et seria so clearly taught in 
Scripture. As the Formula of Concord reminds us, these are 
incomprehensible judgments of God when God punishes contempt for the 
Gospel even on the descendants. °”) The Formula of Concord has written 
reason for this in Rom 11:33 f. In order to save general grace from the forum 
of human understanding, it was partly thought that the Gentiles for Christ's 
sake would be saved even without faith in the Gospel on account of their 
aspirations for virtue,**) partly assumed that even after this life an 
opportunity to hear and believe the Gospel would be offered. **) But these 
are human thoughts, which have no basis in Scripture. Scripture knows of no 
salvation for men without faith in the gospel. °°) Nor does Scripture know of 
any opportunity for faith after this life. 1 Petr. 3:18 ff. (totic ev pvAaKh 
OvAAKT TvEvpLaoL TOpEv9sic Exnpvée) does not deal with the proclamation of 
the gospel, but rather with the proclamation of judgment to those who had 
and despised the word of God here on earth. The detailed discussion of this 
passage is in the section on the “Doctrine of Christ's Descent into Hell” [p. 
374]. Therefore, if we want to keep the Scriptural ground under our feet, 
there is only one thing left to us: we must believe the universality of saving 
grace on the basis of the clear Scriptural testimony. Historical experience 
seems to contradict it. But it does not behoove us 


92) F. C. 716, 58. [FC 11, 58; Trigl. 1080, 58] 

93) E.g. Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 2nd edition I, 568 f. 

94) Martensen, Kliefoth etc. 

95) Mark. 16:15 f.; Joh. 3:16 etc. According to Scripture, the light of salvation 
in a country appears only with the preaching of the Gospel. Isaiah 9:1 ff.; 60, 1 ff.; 
Acts 13:47 ff. Large Catechism 460, 66 [LC 4, 66; Trig/. 697, 66]: “For all outside of 
Christianity, whether heathen, Turks, Jews, or false Christians and hypocrites, 
although they believe in, and worship, only one true God, yet know not what His 
mind towards them is, and cannot expect any love or blessing from Him; therefore 
they abide in eternal wrath and damnation. For they have not the Lord Christ, and, 
besides, are not illumined and favored by any gifts of the Holy Ghost.” 
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to interpret the clear Scriptures according to the historical workings of God, 
which are not clear to us. In eternal life, where our knowledge of God and 
divine things will no longer be fragmentary (€k Lépovug [in part], | Cor. 
13:12), this darkness will also be light. 

4. On Ecclesiatical Terminology in relation to God's Will of Grace. * 

The gracious attitude which God has for all people in Christ is also 
called the will of God against men in Scripture, 1 Tim. 2:4: "Who will 
(9éA€1) have all men to be saved" etc. In the negotiations about this will of 
God the expressions voluntas absoluta, ordinata, conditionata, antecedens 
and consequens, revelata and abscondita were used. If one judges these 
expressions according to Scripture, it can be said: 

1. The will, according to which God wants to have all men saved, is not 
an absolute (voluntas absoluta) but an ordered (voluntas ordinata) will, 
because it is based on the merit of Christ (satisfactio vicaria), and includes 
the means of giving (media dot) on the part of God, the Gospel and the 
sacraments, and the means of receiving (medium AnxtiKov) on the part of 
man, faith. God wants to make all people saved, but for the sake of Christ 
and by the means of grace and faith. This will of God could be called 
absolute only in so far as it is completely independent of human dignity; for 
God wants the salvation of the whole of humanity and of individual persons 
yapiti, completely detached from the works of men, y@pic épymv vopov. As 
far as human dignity is concerned, there is no difference among men, mévtEc¢ 
yap TLAaptov Kai DoTEpodvtat Tis 566ENs Tod Oeod, Rom. 3:23. 

2) The expression "voluntas conditionata" is ambiguous. If it is used 
synonymously with voluntas ordinate—and this has happened from time to 
time also by Luther and other orthodox teachers © —,, it is factually correct. 


96) So Luther in the faculty report on general and private absolution (to the 
Council at Nuremberg, 1539): "That even imagined absolution is conditionalis, it is, 
as otherwise also a common sermon and every absolution, both common and private, 
has the condition of faith; for without faith it does not give birth, and is therefore not 
a false key. For faith does not build 


37 a Terminology in relation to God's will of grace. [English 
ed. ~ 35] 


Factually wrong is what the term "conditional will" means when it is used to 
express some human achievement in the appropriation of salvation. Thus old 
and new synergists like to speak of a "conditional will of grace" of God, 
because they do not ascribe the emergence of faith or conversion to the sole 
efficacy of God, but to human beings for conversion through "self-decision", 
good "behavior", omission of wanton reluctance etc. Let people participate. 
The ambiguity of the expression "conditional will of grace" and the use of it 
to conceal human merit and doctrine of works has also drawn the attention of 
ancient theologians. Conditional clauses can denote both an actual condition, 
i.e. the demand of a performance, e.g: "If you work, you get reward", but 
also indicate the mere way in which something comes about, e.g: "If you eat, 
you are filled." Seen from the conditional statements of Scripture, the 
situation is as follows: In the description of God's will of the law by the 
sentence: "If you keep the law, you will be saved", the "if" expresses an 
actual condition or achievement; but in the description of God's will of grace 
by the phrase: "If you believe the Gospel, you will be saved", "if" always 
refers only to the way or path of acquiring grace, never to an achievement on 
the part of man, because Scripture opposes faith in the acquisition of grace 
and happiness to every human achievement, Rom. 3:28: miotet... yapic 
Epyov vouov; Gal. 2:16: &k miotews Xpiotod Kai odk && Epyov vouov,”” 


on our worthiness, but is only so much that one accepts the absolution and says yes to 
it. (Walch XXI, 424 f. [StL 21b, 1850]) 

97) Heerbrand: Fides non est conditio neque ut conditio requiritur, proprie 
loquendo. Quia non propter ejus dignitatem vel meritum aut quatenus est opus, 
promittitur aut offertur justificatio. Est enim fides quoque (as work or intrinsic 
quality) imperfecta; sed est modus quidam, oblatum beneficium et donatum per et 
propter Christum accipiens. [Google Translate] Comparing faith with a hand, 
Heerbrand adds: Manus non conditio dicitur, sed medium et instrumentum, quo 
eleemosyna accipitur. [“The hand is not called a condition, but the means and 
instrument by which alms are received”] (Comp., 379 sq.) Also later theologians find 
it very impatient to reject the "moral" concept of faith when faith is called a condition 
of the appropriation of the Gospel. So Sebastian Schmidt: Equidem conditio vocata 
pridem etiam est fides justificans a nostratibus theologis. The intelligent condition is 
non moralis, physical, ut sic loquar, instrumenti necessarii. Quando namque dico: Si 
credideris, salvaberis, non con- 
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3. With regard to the distinction between a preceding or first will (vol. 
antecedens, vol. prima) and a following or second will (vol. consequens, vol. 
secunda)® jst much impropriety has been taught for and against. The 
distinction is scriptural when it is used to express the thought expressed in Jn 
3:17-18 etc. According to this scriptural statement, we should first of all 
imagine God in such a way that he wants to save all people through faith in 
Christ (vol. prima), v. 17-18a: "God sent not his Son into the world to 
condemn the world; but that the world through him might be saved.” He that 
believeth on him is not condemned. God only wants to condemn when 
people do not believe in Christ (vol. secunda), v. 18 b: “but he that believeth 
not is condemned already, because he hath not believed in (6y py 
meniotevKev) the name of the only begotten Son of God.” »”) As correct it is 
that there is no time in God, but only 


ditionem moralem, sub qua salvandus sis, sed necessitatem instrumenti, per quod 
salvandus es, significo. [Google] (Articulorum F. C. Repetitio, p. 235; in Baier ed. 
Walther. II, 268.) With regard to the ambiguity of the conditional clauses and their 
misuse by the Romans, Gerhard notes: Particula si aut est aitiodoyixy aut 
ovdhoyiotixn, id est, designat causam vel consequentiam. In concionibus legalibus: si 
feceris hoc, vives, particula si est aitiodoyixn, siquidem obedientia est causa, propter 
quam servantibus legem datur vita aeterna; sed in evangelicis promissionibus: si 
credideris, salvus eris, particula si est ovAdoyiotixy, denotatur enim modus 
applicationis divinitus constitutus, soli fidei competens. [Google] (Locus de ev., § 
26.) 

98) Thus Chrysostom (Homil. I in Epist. ad Ephes.) speaks of a 9€AnLa 
mponyovpEevov and mpatov, according to which God wants the sinners not to be lost, 
and of a SeAnua dedtEpov, according to which God wants the persistent sinners to 
perish eventually. John of Damascus (De orthod. fide II, 29): Aéyetat 16 Lev APwTOV 
(scil. that God wants the happiness of all people) zponyovpevov 9éAnue ... TO dE 
devtepov (scil. that God wants to punish the sinners) exdpevov 9€éAnpa. Cf. the 
historical version in Buddeus, Jnstitutiones, 1741, p. 227. 

99) Thus the Reformed theologian Voetius answers the question: An voluntas 
recte distinguatur in antecedentem et consequentem? [“Ts the will rightly 
distinguished into antecedent and consequent?” thus: Si per antecedentem 
intelligitur voluntas proprie dicta seu beneplaciti, negandum. In Deo enim seu in actu 
volendi Dei seu a parte actus volendi nec prius est nec posterius, nec antecedens nec 
consequens, nec conditio nec conditio- 
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"pure presence", as fundamentally wrong it is to want to determine our 
knowledge of God according to it. For our knowledge of God it does not 
depend on how things are in God— God in his nature is for us human beings 
yas ampdottov [“the Light which 

no man can approach unto”], 1 Tim. 6:16—but on how God reveals himself 
to us in gracious condescension to the imperfect human comprehension in 
the Holy Scriptures. According to the divine revelation in Scripture, 
however, we human beings must and should think one divine act before 
another. Lutheran theologians have rightly emphasized this very firmly to 
Calvinists. !°° We must hold this fast: True, there is no time in God, but God 
is the indiscriminately eternal one (Deus temporis est expers); also, there are 
no parts in God, but God is the absolutely simple one (Deus ab omni 
compositione vera et reali liber est). Thus the distinction between a first and 
second will of God must not be understood as if there were a temporal 
succession of thoughts and two divided wills (duae reapse distinctae 
voluntates) in God. But God in his indiscriminate eternity and in his absolute 
simplicity is God in his majesty and for us human beings unrecognizable. 
We human beings are bound to time and space with distant conceptions. But 
because God nevertheless wants to be recognized by us human beings, he 
himself has stepped out of his majesty, which is inaccessible to us, and has 
become man in his word. In His Word, God speaks to us in the manner of 
men, that is, in the way we humans can understand. Luther says: "God does 
not deal with us according to his majesty, but takes on human form and 
speaks to us throughout the Scriptures as a man speaks to a man... all he 
speaks to us without majesty and, that I may say so, 


natum, sed purus simplex et indivisibilis actus voluntatis, quo omnia vult, quae vult, 
sicuti uno simplicissimo actu intelligit, quae intelligibilia sunt. ([Google](Select. 
disputationum P. V, p. 88. Bei Heppe, Dogmatik der ref. K., p. 71 f.) 

100) Thus Hollaz explains that by distinguishing vol. antecedens and 
consequens, Lutheran theologians do not set a time in God or assume real parts in the 
will of God, but: dicitur voluntas Dei antecedens et consequens ab ordine rationis 
nostrae (according to the order of our understanding) diversos volendi actus in Deo 
pro diversa objectorum consideratione distinguentis et unum actum prae altero 
considerantis. (Examination, P. III, s. 1. c. 1. qu. 5.) Reusch: In puncto rationis 
(conceptual) saepe una Dei perfectio ante est concipienda, quam altera perfectio in 
Deo concipi potest. (Annotationes in Baieri Comp., p. 176.) [Ed. - citation also in 
Baier-Walther 2, 33 and 2,163]. 
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with divine form removed (exinanita forma Dei)."!°” The factual situation is 
therefore for our knowledge of God this one: Because we human beings 
cannot have any conception of the absolutely simple God, God reveals 
Himself to us in Scripture "piecemeal", that is, according to various 
characteristics (attributa) which, although they find in God completely one, 
must be distinguished from us on the basis of divine revelation. }°?) And 
because people with distant thoughts are bound to a time sequence, God 
himself has revealed to us in his Word how we have to think one thing at a 
time, or in what order and sequence our thoughts about God and God's will 
must move if they are to be right thoughts. In this way, we human beings in 
this life do not have an adequate knowledge of God that completely covers 
the matter, but we do have a correct knowledge of God that is suitable for the 
weakness of this life. If we now ask: "What is God's will regarding the 
salvation and condemnation of men," we must first think, on the basis of Jn 
3:17-18 etc., that God does not want to condemn any man, but wants to save 
all men without exception through faith in Christ; secondly, we must first 
think that God wants to condemn those who do not believe in Christ. 
Therefore, if the distinction between voluntas antecedens (prima) and 
voluntas consequens (secunda) is used to express the sequence of thoughts 
taught in Jn 3:17-18 and throughout Scripture, that God wants to save all 
people through the Gospel and condemn only those who do not believe, it 
must be recognized as fully in accordance with Scripture. The objection that 
there is no before or after in God does not apply here, as it is not a question 
of how God is in Himself, but how He has revealed Himself to us men in His 
Word. The "absolute knowledge of God" belongs to the sine mente soni in 
which the vocabulary of certain philosophers and philosophizing theologians 
is so rich. On the other hand, it must not be forgotten that the distinction 
between a first and second will in God has been used by the Semipelagians 
and Synergists ever 


101) On Genesis 21:17. Opp. 5. 3, 138. St. L. I, 1442. 

102) Gerhard. Quamvis attributa Dei nec inter se nec ab essentia divina realiter 
sint in Deo distincta, tamen sigillatim de illis ut agatur, intellectus nostri imbecillitas 
requirit. ,Condescendit nobis Deus, ut nos consurgamus', Augustinus de spec., c. 
112., et cum homines simus, humano modo nobis loquitur. [Google] (De nat. Dei, 


§51.) 
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to accommodate their error. One refers the second will not only to the 
damnation of the unbelievers, but also to the salvation of the believers. And 
the latter is done in such a way that the first will of God or the general will of 
grace can only be carried out and bear fruit with human participation, which 
is partly pushed into the faith itself (self-determination, right conduct etc.). 
In order to ward off this abuse from the outset, it is advisable to follow the 
way of theologians, who refer the voluntas consequens only to those who are 
lost for the sake of their unbelief. !° This is appropriate. In fact, as far as 
those who are saved by faith are concerned, no new will is carried out on 
them, but only what God, according to his general will of grace or voluntas 
antecedens, wants in relation to all men. The general will of grace has no 
other content than this, that God, by grace without human works and 
participation, wants to make all men saved through faith in Christ. There is 
therefore no objective reason to divide the will of God into a first and a 
second will with regard to those who are saved by faith in Christ. On the 
contrary, this division encourages error, as if the general will of grace were 
not a serious and effective will, but only through faith, conceived as a human 
achievement, is it made into a strong will of grace. In order to keep a clear 
distinction between voluntas antecedens and consequens, we should 
therefore say: according to the vol. antecedens, God wants to make all men 
saved through faith in Christ; according to the vol. consequens, he wants to 
condemn those who do not believe in Christ. This is the same terminology, 
according to which the vol. antecedens was called the will of mercy (vol. 


misericordiae) and the vol. consequens the will of judgment (vol. justitiae). 
104) 


103) Baier draws attention to this difference among theologians: Hanc 
(voluntatem consequentem) quidem aliqui exponunt praecise de ea, quae ex nostro 
vitio ortum ducit seu qua vult Deus propter peccatum v. g. punire, damnare etc.; alii 
latius accipiunt de ea, quaecunque in nobis sive a peccato sive aliunde causam vel 
occasionem habet. [Google] (Comp. Il, 36.) 

104) Gerhard defines it as follows: Antecedens voluntas est, qua Deus ut 
benignissimus pater omnes homines vult salvos fieri et ad agnitionem veri- 


42 = The saving grace of God. /English ed. ~ 39-40] 


4) The distinction between a revealed and a hidden will of God 
(voluntas revelata, signi—volnntas abscondita, beneplaciti) has also been 
much misused, but it is not to be rejected as such, but must be put into the 
light and recorded in its written sense. On the one hand, Scripture teaches us 
a will of God that is fully revealed to us. !°) On the other hand it points to a 
sense of God that no human being has recognized or can recognize. !°° Both 
the will of God in the law and the will of the gospel are fully revealed to us 
from the Scriptures. According to the will of the law, God demands that all 
human beings in all their nature and in all their thoughts, words and deeds 
conform to His law, and He pronounces judgment of condemnation on all 
who transgress. !°”’ According to the Gospel or according to His will of 
grace, God wants to make all people ywpic Epywv vouov [without works of 
law] saved for Christ's sake and by faith in Him. It is true that Scripture calls 
God's will of grace the secret, hidden wisdom of God, which has never 
entered into a person's heart.” !°8) But the only begotten Son, who is in the 
bosom of the Father, revealed to us the whole mystery, namely: “For God so 
loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” ! But in 
regard to the extent of God's will of grace, there is not the slightest darkness 
when we keep to the revelation of Scripture. According to Scripture, God 
does not want to glorify Himself to man in two parts, in one part His love 
and mercy, in the other His wrath and His punitive justice, as the Calvinists 
think, but according to Scripture, God wants to glorify His grace to all men, 
because God did not send His Son into the world to judge the world, but that 
the world might be saved through Him. !!” Judgment takes its place only 
when someone has not believed in the name of the only begotten Son. |!) 


tatis venire; consequens voluntas est, qua Deus.ut justissimus judex finaliter 
impoenitentes et incredulos vult damnari. [Google] (Locus de nat. Dei,§ 271.) 

105) 1 Cor. 2:10: hiv 6 Sedc dnekdAvye 516 Tov avedpLaATOS avTOd, scil. what no 
eye has seen etc. v. 16: voiv XpiBtov (vovv Kupiov) ExorEv. 

106) Rom. 11:34: tig eyv@ voiv Kupiov; scil. nobody. 

107) Matt. 5:17-19; Gal. 3:10. 

108) 1 Cor. 2:6-9. 109) Joh. 3:16. 

110) Joh. 3:17. 111) Joh. 3:18. 
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This is the voluntas Dei revelata. This will has also been appropriately called 
voluntas signi in the sense that God, invisible in his essence and not 
recognizable for us human beings, steps out of invisibility and 
unrecognizability through his Word and makes himself known to us through 
his Word as a sign (signum) falling into the human senses. !!” On the other 
hand, Scripture points to a sense of God that is unrecognized and 
unrecognizable here on earth, when it speaks of "incomprehensible 
judgments and unfathomable ways" of God and exclaims: "Who has 
recognized the sense of the Lord, or who has been his counselor?"!!” 
Scripture also does not omit to indicate the points at which the judgments of 
God become unfathomable for us and we lose track of His ways, namely 
when we compare the fates of the individual persons and the individual 
peoples (Isaac and Ishmael, Jacob and Esau, Jews and Gentiles, Rom. 9-11). 
Then the question arises: "Why the one before the other?" (Cur alii pras 
aliis?) The question would be answered if we could say: "Some behaved 
better than others." Then we would have an "explanation" for the fact that 
the one gets converted and becomes saved before the other. But the apostle 
says: Or who hath first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him 
again?” (Rom. 11:35) The synergistic solution of the difficulty by setting a 
causa discriminis in homine thus contradicts Scripture. Even then the 
question would be answered if we were allowed to say that God is only 
gracious in a particular way, and so passes by a part of human beings with 
his grace and the effect of his grace, who, who in fact remain unconverted, 
do not want to convert at all. That is Calvinism. But also this explanation is 
not admissible. The earnest mercy- 


112) Luther: Vocatur voluntas signi effectus Dei, quando ipse foras procedit ad 
nos, nobiscum agens per aliquod involucrum et externas res, quas possumus 
apprehendere, sicut verbum Dei et caeremoniae ab ipso institutae. [Google] (Opp. 
ex. 2, 173. St. L. I, 489.) Luther usually has the Gospel in mind when he speaks of 
voluntas signi. But that he also deals with the law, insofar as it is revealed in 
Scripture, is not only self-evident, but is also occasionally pronounced by him. He 
says of the ten commandments and examples of the wrath of God: "etiam sunt 
voluntas signi" [“These also are the will of the sign’”’]. (1. c., p. 176. St. L. I, 491.) 

113) Rom. 11:33. 34. 
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The apostle does not only testify to God's earnest will of grace against the 
disobedient Israel in Rom. 10:21 by quoting from Is. 65:2 thus introducing 
God speaking: "All day long I have stretched forth my hands unto a 
disobedient and gainsaying people.",'!* but he also declares, immediately 
before referring to the existing incomprehensible judgments of God, that 
God has given "them all" (tovc aavtac, the Jews and the Gentiles) over to 
unbelief (ovvékAé1os), "so that he may have mercy on all". '!>) Divine mercy 
is thus general, extending as far as human unbelief. So the question why the 
one is converted before the other and becomes saved remains unanswered. 
To this the apostle adds, for further explanation and justification of the 
incomprehensible power of God, the statement that everything that is and 
happens is "from God and through God and to God". !'® These are, as Luther 
recalls, words of divine majesty. They describe God as the independent One, 
who is the beginning, middle and end of all things, and in this of His majesty 
rules everything according to His wisdom and knowledge, which is 
completely incomprehensible to us. In short, there is a rule of God whose 
reasons we do not recognize. This is the deus absconditus, the voluntas 
abscondita. We must therefore leave the distinction between the revealed 
and the hidden God as Scriptural. But in making this distinction it is 
important to beware of a folly which consequently makes the whole of 
Christian teaching, as it is revealed so clearly and distinctly in Scripture, 
uncertain. 


114) Rom. 10:21. 

115) However, v. 32 speaks of the general divine mercy encompassing Jews and 
Gentiles, i.e. of the gratia universalis. The context is this: the Gentiles should not rise 
above the Jews. The apostle gives as a reason for this that God has not completely 
rejected the people of the Jews either, as the Gentiles were inclined to assume (vv. 
17-24), but that his Church also gathers from the Jews - during the time of the 
Gentiles - according to the promise given to the fathers (vv. 25-29). The present 
unbelief of the Jews can prevent him from doing so, just as the former unbelief of the 
Gentiles prevented him from showing mercy to the Gentiles (v. 31-32). The apostle 
justifies this with the final sentence of v. 32: "For he has given all of them (Jews and 
Gentiles) into unbelief, so that he might have mercy on them all.” We are talking here 
of Jews and Gentiles, not in so far as they are elect, but in so far as they find unbelief 
and God wants to remove unbelief in both. 

116) Rom. 11:36. 
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Folly consists in mixing the vol. abscondita into the vol. revelata. This is 
folly, because it is simply unacceptable to try to explain the known by the 
unknown. Calvinism, however, commits this folly by frankly and freely 
drawing the conclusion from the historical authority of God, 
incomprehensible to us human beings, that one people has the Gospel before 
the other and that the one before the other is converted and becomes saved, 
that there is nothing wrong with God's general will of grace (gratia 
universalis) as revealed in Scripture. The same folly is committed by 
synergism. From the historical authority of God, which we do not 
understand, that the one is converted and becomes saved before the other, he 
frankly and freely concludes that with the sola gratia revealed in Scripture it 
is nothing, that man's conversion and happiness do not depend solely on 
God's gracious disposition and on God's action of grace in the means of 
grace, but also on human self-decision, better behavior and lesser guilt. 
Synergism mixes the voluntas abscondita into the voluntas revelata in_such a 
way that it cancels out the voluntas in sola gratia. The right way is that we 
do not deny the existence of incomprehensible judgments and unfathomable 
paths and, in this sense, of voluntas dei abscondita—for Scripture teaches 
them—but when we ask how God is disposed towards men and what he 
intends to do with and to man, we turn our eyes away from voluntas 
abscondita_altogether and judge God's will against us solely according to the 
will witnessed to in Scripture, which is both universalis gratia and sola 
gratia. This is the way of the Lutheran Church in her confession. The 
Formula of Concord fixes exactly the point where God is incomprehensible 
to us. Besides the fact that God knows all things and that all things are 
subject to his will and destiny,!!” it is especially the fact “that God gives His 
Word at one place [to one kingdom or realm], but not at another [to another 
nation]; removes it from one place [people], and allows it to remain at 
another; also, that one is hardened, blinded, given over to a reprobate mind, 
while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is converted again.” [FC 11 
57] This historical authority of God, with reference to Rom 11:33, the 
Formula of Concord leaves as a mystery of God incomprehensible to us and 
does not in any way drag it into the 


117) F.C. 715 f., 54-56. [FC 11, 56; Trigl. 1081, 58] 
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voluntas revelata. From here it neither breaks down the sola gratia, as the 
synergists do, nor from here it destroys the universalis gratia, as is the way 
of the Calvinists. The revealed sola gratia leaves it intact, in that of those 
who are converted and become saved, it does not testify to a lesser guilt and 
a better behavior, but to the same guilt and the same evil behavior. And the 
revealed universalis gratia leaves them intact, in that it does not justify the 
loss of them by a particular will of grace, but by contempt for the will of 
grace. !'8) The authors of the Formula of Concord are clearly aware that with 
the universalis gratia and the sola gratia they confess two truths which seem 
to cancel each other out. But they hold on to both truths, because both are 
revealed in Scripture and it is God's will that we, in our distant thoughts 
about God and God's will, "hold on to his revealed word" (in verbo ipsius 
revelato acquiescere nos oportet)'') and subtle incomprehensible judgments 
and unfathomable ways, as they confront us in the historical rule of God, be 
and remain incomprehensible and unfathomable to us. !”” 

This is also the place to go into Luther's position on voluntas revelata 
and abscondita in particular, because up to our time people have not ceased 
to identify Luther's teaching with Calvin's teaching and to attribute to Luther 
the assumption of contradictoriae Dei voluntates, differing from the doctrine 
of the Formula of Concord. 7) But Luther's position is factually consistent 
with the position of the Formula of Concord. This is expressed in a brief 
summary in Luther's letter to an unnamed person dated 1528. !?” Here, 
Luther first of all admits that God Almighty "knows all things, and all works' 
and thoughts in all creatures must be done according to His will, juxta 
decretum voluntatis suae". But he immediately adds: "Thus his (God's) 
earnest will and opinion, also command, is decided from all eternity to make 
all men saved and to make them partakers of eternal joy, as Ezekiel is clearly 
reported in the 18th chapter, when he says [Ezek. 18:23]: God does not 
desire the death of the wicked; but 


118) F.C. 716 f., 57-61. LEC 11, 57-61; Trigl. 1081, 57-61] 119) F.C. 716, 
55. [Trigl. 1081, 55 

120) F. C. 717, 62-64. [Trigl. 1081, 62-64] 

121) So Dieckhoff in the mercy election dispute. Cf. L. u. W. 1886, 193 ff. 

122) St. L. X, 1736 f. De Wette III, 354. 
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that the wicked turn and live.’ If he now wants to save sinners who live and 
move everywhere under the wide, high heavens, you will not separate 
yourselves from the grace of God by your foolish thought, inspired by the 
devil. Note that, according to Luther, it is "foolish thoughts, inspired by the 
devil," if someone mixes God, inasmuch as he 1s absconditus to us, in his 
knowledge, work and will, into the certain revealed word, thereby making 
general grace uncertain. In a letter of 1531 '7°) Luther says: "Such thoughts 
are vain research of divine majesty" and "certainly of the wretched devil 
blowing in and fiery arrows". He adds very roughly: "If they fall in, let them 
fall out again, as one would quickly spill manure in his mouth. One should 
"give such thoughts to the devil" and say to him, "If you are so wise in such 
matters, go to heaven and dispute with God himself; he can answer you 
enough. This is Luther's consistent way of speaking of a revealed and 
unsearchable will 'in God. !*” Summarized, Luther teaches this: There are 
unfathomable depths to our human knowledge and an unfathomable will in 
God. This is where he counts God's omniscience, omnipotence and 
especially the question: Cur alii prae aliis? But this will is not an object of 
knowledge for us humans. To want to explore it and to judge God's attitude 
against us according to it is folly, presumption and ruin. We can and should 
judge God's attitude towards us and all people only by the revealed will. 
How God revealed Himself to us in Christ, as He lies in the manger and 
hangs on the cross, and in the objective signs ordered by Him, in word and 
sacrament, namely that He wanted to save all men, that is how God is really 
meant toward us. This will is certain. Knowledge should be directed towards 
it and faith should rely on it confidently (cum certa fiducia). It should be 
noted here that Luther did not only begin in the later period of his activity, 


123) St. L. X, 1746. 
124) Some main passages from Luther: Sz. L. I, 488 ff; I, 174 ff; II, 811 ff; 
VIII, 785 ff; IX, 1353 f.; X, 1526 ff; X, 1736 ff; X, 1744 ff; XIII, 199 ff. 
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as in his explanation on Gen. 6:5,!*> and on Gen. 26:9,!”, but especially in 
1525 in De servo arbitrio '*” and ina 


125) Opp. exeg. I, 172 sqq.; St. L. 1, 488 ff.: Nos in N. T, habemus baptismum, 
coenam Domini, absolutionem et ministerium verbi. Haec sunt, ut scholastici 
vocarunt, voluntas signi, in quae intuendum est, cum Dei voluntatem scire volumus; 
alia est voluntas beneplaciti, substantialis Dei voluntas seu nuda ipsius majestas, 
quae est Deus ipse. Ab hac removendi sunt oculi. .. . Sed hoc curemus singuli, ut 
maneamus in symbolis istis, quibus se ipse Deus nobis revelavit, in Filio nato ex 
virgine Maria, jacente inter jumenta in praesepi, in verbo, in baptismo, in coena 
Domini et absolutione. Nam in his imaginibus videmus et invenimus Deum, quem 
sustinere possumus, qui nos consolatur, in spem erigit, salvat. .. . Filius incarnatus 
est illud involucrum, in quo divina majestas cum omnibus suis donis sic se nobis 
offert, ut nullus tam miser peccator sit, quin ad eum accedere ausit cum certa fiducia 
consequendae veniae. [Google 

126) Opp. exeg. VI, 292 sqq.; StL. Il, 176 ff: In libello de servo arbitrio et alibi 
docui, esse distinguendum, quando agitur de notitia vel potius de subjecto divinitatis. 
Aut enim disputandum est de Deo abscondito aut de Deo revelato. De Deo, quatenus 
non est revelatus, nulla est fides, nulla scientia et cognitio nulla, Atque ibi tenendum 
est, quod dicitur: Quae supra nos, nihil ad nos. Ejusmodi enim cogitationes, quae 
supra et extra revelationem Dei sublimius aliquid rimantur, prorsus diabolicae sunt, 
quibus nihil amplius proficitur, quam ut nos ipsos in exitium praecipitemus, quia 
objiciunt objectum impervestigabile, videlicet Deum non revelatum. ... Deus revelat 
nobis suam voluntatem per Christum et evangelium. ... En, habes Filium meum; qui 
audit eum et baptisatur, is in libro vitae scriptus est; hoc revelo per Filium, quem 
potes manibus contrectare et oculis intueri. Haec studiose et accurate sic monere et 
tradere volui, quia post mortem meam multi meos libros proferent in medium et inde 
omnis generis errores et deliria sua confirmabunt. Scripsi autem inter reliqua, esse 
omnia absoluta et necessaria, sed simul addidi, quod adspiciendus sit Deus revelatus. 
... Ibi potes de fide et salute tua certus esse ac dicere: Ego credo in Filium Dei, qui 
dixit: ,, Qui credit in Filium, habet vitam aeternam.” Ergo in eo non est damnatio aut 
ira, sed beneplacitum Dei Patris. Haec eadem autem alibi quoque in libris meis 
protestatus sum et nunc etiam viva voce trado. Ideo sum excusatus. [Google 

127) Opp. v. a. VIF, 222 sq.: St. L. XVM, 1795 f.: Relinquendus est Deus in 
majestate et natura sua, sic enim nihil nos cum illo habemus agere, nec sic voluit a 
nobis agi cum eo, sed quatenus indutus et proditus est verbo suo, quo nobis sese 
obtulit, cum eo agimus, quod (namlidh das geoffenbarte Wort) est decor et gloria 
ejus, quo psalmista eum celebrat indutum. ... Nobis spectandum est verbum 
relinquendaque illa voluntas imperscrutabilis, verbo enim nos dirigi, non voluntate 
illa inscrutabili oportet. Atque adeo, quis sese dirigere queat ad voluntatem prorsus 
inscrutabilem et incognoscibilem? Satis est nosse tantum, quod sit quaedam in Deo 
voluntas imperscrutabilis, quid vero, cur et quatenus illa velit, hoc prorsus non licet 
quaerere, optare, curare aut tangere, sed tantum 
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letter to the Christians in Antwerp '7® written in the same year, gives the 
same instruction. 

It is true that Calvin also says that one should not want to investigate the 
secret will of God, but should adhere to Christ and the Gospel. !?? But 
Calvin finds himself in a great self- 


timere et adorare. Igitur recte dicitur: Si Deus non vult mortem, nostrae voluntati 
imputandum est, quod perimus. Recte, inquam, si de Deo praedicato dixeris, nam ille 
vult omnes homines, salvos fieri, dum verbo salutis ad omnes venit, vitiumque est 
voluntatis, quae non admittititit eum, sicut dicit Matt. 23: "Quoties volui congregare 
filios tuos, et noluisti." [Google] That Luther, especially in De servo arbitrio, does 
not ascribe to the Deus praedicatus an unpowerful, ineffective illusory will, but 
rather a voluntas seria et efficax with regard to the salvation of all listeners, is evident 
from the fact that he says immediately before from God, in so far as he approaches us 
in the Word: Deplorat mortem, quam invenit in populo et amovere studet. Hoc enim 
agit Deus praedicatus, ut ablato peccato et morte salvi simus. [“He deplores the 
death which he finds in the people and endeavors to remove it. For this is what the 
preached God does, so that we may be saved from sin and death” 

128) St. L. X, 1531: " Most of all, he" (a "rumbling spirit" in Antwerp, who had 
previously visited Luther in Wittenberg) " insists that God's commandment is good, 
and God does not want sin; which is undoubtedly true, and did not help that we also 
confessed it. But there he did not want God to add that although he does not want sin, 
he does impose it, and such a fate does not happen without his will. For who forces 
him to impose it? Yea, how could he impose it if he would not impose it? Here he 
went up with his head and wanted to understand how God did not want sin and yet 
wanted to impose it, and meant to exhaust the abyss of divine majesty, how these two 
wills want to exist together. (From this it is clear that Luther counts the omnipotence 
of God, according to which everything is from, through and to God, Rom. 11:36, 
among the mysteries of divine majesty, from which one must not draw conclusions 
against the gratia universalis, the human responsibility etc.) "I also have no doubt 
that he will offer me up with you, as if I had said that God wants to have sin. To this I 
will have answered that he does me wrong and, as he is otherwise full of lies, does 
not tell the truth here either. I say that God has forbidden sin and does not want it. 
This will is revealed to us and we need to know it. But how God forbids sin or wants 
it, we are not to know, because he has not revealed it to us... . Wherefore I beseech 
you, whether this spirit with the high question of the secret will of God will grieve 
you much, depart from him, and say therefore: Is it too little that God teaches us of 
his public will which he hath revealed unto us? Why do you fool us and want to lead 
us into this, which is forbidden and impossible for us to know and you yourself do 
not know? Let God be commended as this is; it is enough for us that we know how he 
wants no sin. But how He can give men over to sin or wills it, that is not our 
concern." (E. A. 53, 345 f.; StL. X, 1531.) 

129) Inst. Il, 24, 5: Si paternam Dei clementiam propitiumque animum 
quaerimus, ad Christum convertendi sunt oculi, in quo solo Patris 
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deception. He cannot refer to Christ and the Gospel at all, because he does 
not make Christ and the Gospel available to all hearers of the Word. In fact 
he does not refer to Christ and the Gospel, but to an interior renewal and 
sanctification, to an expected gratia infusa. The Christ to whom Calvin 
refers is not the Christ who bore sin to the world and is preached in the 
Gospel as the Savior of all sinners, but an interior Spiritus illuminatio. 
Calvin therefore expressly says that God's will against us is not to be judged 
according to the universal call (universalis vocatio), whereby God invites 
everyone to himself without distinction, even those whom he does not want 
to make saved at all, but only to lead them into greater damnation by 
presenting the Word, but according to the special call (specialis vocatio) that 
consists in the inner illumination of the Holy Spirit. °° Calvin also deceives 
himself with his distinction between the hidden depths of the Godhead and 
the revelation of God in the Word. ! The depths of the Godhead are not 
hidden to Calvin, but are so clear that he makes a dash of the revelation in 
the Word (through the gratia universalis). It is striking how often Calvin 
contradicts himself in setting forth his teaching of the will of God against 
men. Thus he says time and again that the call through the Word is also 
generally formulated so that the rejected could not excuse themselves, but 
would have to condemn themselves doubly because of the contempt of the 
love and grace of God. '” In doing so, Calvin completely forgot that 
according to his 


anima acquiescit (Mattii. 3:17). ... Christus ergo speculum est, in quo electionem 
nostram contemplare convenit et sine fraude licet. 

130) Inst. IIT, 24, 8: Est universalis vocatio, qua per externam verbi 
praedicationem omnes pariter ad se invitat Deus, etiam quibus eam in mortis odorem 
et gravioris condemnationis materiam proponit. Est altera specialis, qua ut plurimum 
solos fideles dignatur, dum interiori sui Spiritus illuminatione efficit, ut verbum 
praedicatum eorum cordibus insideat. ... Pauci electi sunt ex magno vocatorum 
numero; non tamen ea vocatione unde fidelibus dicimus aestimandam esse 
electionem. [Google] 

131) Inst. IT, 21, 1. 2; 24, 3. 

132) Inst. III, 24, 15: Teneamus prophetae consilium, non placere Deo mortem 
peccatoris (Ezech. 33, 11): ut confidant pii, simulae poenitentia tacti fuerint, sibi 
paratam esse apud Deum veniam; impii vero sentiant, duplicari crimen suum, quod 
tantae Dei clementiae et facilitati non respondent. [Google] 24, 17: Cur omnes 
nominat (scil, in den evangelischen VerheiBungen)? Nempe quo tutius piorum 
conscientiae acquiescant... impit 
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doctrine, there is no love and grace of God for the rejected at all, so they 
cannot be despised by them either. '*°) 

It has become a fairly common custom to find substantial agreement 
between Luther and Calvin regarding the assumption of a revealed and 
hidden will of God. But between the two there are points of contact only in 
expression. In substance they differ completely. The complete factual 
difference becomes apparent in the following points: 1. What it is about the 
will of God for grace, how far it extends and what it works, Luther wants to 
know only according to the Word of God itself, according to the statement of 
Scripture. Calvin wants to determine what is to be thought of God's will of 
grace only from the result (effectus) or from historical experience 
(experientia). 2. Luther leaves the general will of grace witnessed in the 
Scriptures completely intact and says that it is "foolish" not to believe him 
because of the presence of the incomprehensible judgments of God. '*4) 
Calvin, on the other hand, is surprised at the folly of people who still believe 
the general will of grace, since the success of the Gospel is only a particular 
one. '*°) 3, Luther teaches that God is also active in those who are lost in 
order to bring about faith and to avert damnation, !*° but that God's activity, 


autem non causentur sibi deesse asylum, quo se a peccati servitute recipiant, dum 
oblatum sibi ingratitudine sua respuunt. 24, 2: Reprobos manet gravius judicium, 
quod testimonium amoris Dei repudient. [A heavier judgment remains for the 
reprobate, because they reject the testimony of God's love. ] 

133) Gerhard draws attention to this when he speaks about Luke 7:30 and Acts 
7:51 notes: Observa emphasin in his dictis. Pharisaei et legis periti dicuntur 
sprevisse consilium Dei non baptizati a Johanne: quodnam fuit id consilium? Utique 
illud, quod per concionem et baptismum Johannis voluit Deus eos vocare ad 
poenitentiam et ad regnum Messiae. Absolutum quoddam decretum et consilium de 
ipsorum perditione nequit hoc loco intelligi. Illud enim non sprevisse, sed potius 
implevisse dicendi fuissent. Judaei dicuntur resistere Spiritui s., utique ergo Spiritus 
s. voluit in illorum cordibus' operari; si absoluto. decreto denegata ipsis conversio, 
non dici possent Spiritui s. resistere, quia potius obsecuti fuissent decreto isti ab 
aeterno facto. [Google] (De elect., § 68.) 

134) Cf. p. 46 f. 

135) Inst. IIT, 24, 15: Profertur Ezechielis locus (33, 11), quod Deus nolit 
mortem peccatoris, sed magis ut convertatur et vivat. Si hoc ad totum humanum 
genus extendere placet, cur plurimos ad resipiscentiam non sollicitat? (“A passage 
from Ezekiel (33:11) is quoted, that God does not want the death of the sinner, but 
rather that he should be converted and live. If it pleases to extend this to the whole 
human race, why does it not concern the majority to repentance?” 

136) De servo arbitrio, Opp. v. a. VI, 222 (St. L. XVII:1795]: Deplorat (Deus) 
mortem, quam invenit in populo et amovere studet. Hoc enim agit Deus praedicatus, 
ut ablato peccato et morte salvi simus. [“(God) deplores the death which he finds in 
the people and seeks to remove. For this is what the preached God does, so that we 
may be saved from sin and death.”’] 
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which takes place through the means of the Word, can be resisted, '*”) and 
that therefore the failure of the Word is to be attributed to human resistance. 
'38) Calvin rejects the idea that there is a will of God that does not happen,” 
and denies any effect of God on the lost that is aimed at conversion. 14° 4, 
Luther assumes only a pseudo-contradiction between the revealed will of 
God and the incomprehensible judgments of God, which will be resolved in 
eternal life. '4!) Calvin places the incomprehensible judgments of God ina 
real contradiction with the revealed will of God, and his method of 
harmonization consists in the fact that he abolishes the revealed will by the 
hidden one. 

A more recent Reformed theologian, E. F. Karl Miiller, has pointed out 
the factual difference between Luther's and Calvin's teachings with the 
following words: " In fact, Luther's way of faith, resting directly on word and 
sacrament, often emphasized the so-called objectivity of the means of grace, 
that is, not only their 


137) See note 84, 138) See notes 87. 88. 

139) Inst. II], 24, 16: Si tenacius urgeant quod dicitur velle misereri omnium, 
ego contra excipiam quod alibi scribitur, Deum nostrum esse in coelo, ubi faciat 
quaecunque velit (Ps. 115:3). 

140) Inst. II, 24, 12: Quos (Deus) in vitae contumeliam et mortis exitium 
creavit, ut irae suae organa forent et severitatis exempla, eos, ut in finem suum 
perveniant, nunc audiendi verbi sui facultate privat, nunc ejus praedicatione magis 
excaecat et obstupefacit. 


141) Opp. v. a. VII, 365 sq.; St. L. XVII, 1965: Tria mihi lumina pone, lumen 


naturae, lumen gratiae, lumen gloriae, ut habet vulgata et bona distinctio. In lumine 
naturae est insolubile, hoc esse justum, quod bonus affligatur et malus bene habeat. 
At hoc dissolvit lumen gratiae. In lumine gratiae est insolubile, quomodo Deus 
damnet eum, qui non potest ullis suis viribus aliud facere quam peccare et reus esse; 
hic tam lumen naturae quam lumen gratiae dictant, culpam esse non miseri hominis, 
sed iniqui Dei, nec enim aliud judicare possunt de Deo, qui hominem impium gratis 
sine meritis coronat et alium non coronat, sed damnat, forte minus vel saltem non 
magis impium. At lumen gloriae aliud dictat et Deum cujus modo est judicium 
incomprehensibilis justitiae, tunc ostendet esse justissimae fet manifestissimae 
justitiae tantum, ut interim (in this live) id credamus, moniti et confirmati exemplo 
luminis gratiae, quod simile miraculum in naturali lumine implet. [Google] Thus 
Dorner also says of Luther: "A contradiction" (between the secret and revealed will 
of God) "Luther, however, does not assume, but rather that the contradiction is only 
appearance, that he demands to believe. (History of prot. Theol., p. 206.) 
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reliability, but their efficacy in every case to the 'sacramenters' in a way that 
eventually had to undermine the faith in predestination." !*”’, That is correct. 
But it must be added that Luther never had the faith of predestination in the 
sense of the gratia particularis. 

Concluding remark. “ 

The position of Luther and the Formula of Concord, according to which, 
with regard to God's will of grace, the two predicates: universalis gratia and 
sola gratia are to be held without rational mediation, and therefore the 
question: Cur alii prae aliis? [Why some over others?] is declared 
unsolvable in this life, has through the centuries up to our time provoked an 
all-round criticism. Criticism runs the entire scale from the most determined 
condemnation to the most benevolent apology. From the Calvinist point of 
view, Shedd denies any justification for existence from the position of 
Luther and the Formula of Concord, claiming that there are only "two great 
systems of theology which divide evangelical Christendom, Calvinism and 
Arminianism."!*4) Luthardt does the same from the synergistic point of view 
when he claims that one must let the sola gratia go if one wants to hold on to 
the universalis gratia. '“ Even well-meaning later Lutheran dogmatists, 
such as Gottfried Hoffmann [PRDL], count it among the "somewhat hard 
phrases" (duriusculas phrases) when Luther and Brenz—the Formula of 
Concord is to be added—declare that they could not answer the question: 
Cur alii prae aliis? in this life. >) This criticism reveals 


142) RE. 3 XV, 599. 143) Dogmatic Theology I, 448. 

144) Die Lehre vom freien Willen 1863, p. 276; cf. note 64; also the later 
Melanchthon: Cum promissio sit universalis nec sint in Deo contradictoriae 
voluntates, necesse est, in nobis (scil, in man) esse aliquam discriminis causam, cur 
Saul abjiciatur, David recipiatur. (Loci, ed. Detzer I, 74.) Also the newer American 
and German synergists. See L. u. W. 18, 193 ff.; 37, 293 f. 

145) Synopsis Theologiae 1730, p. 598 sq.: Loca, quae ceu duriora allegari 
solent, inprimis petuntur ex Lutheri libro De servo arbitrio, Brentii Comment. in ep. 
ad Rom, ubi ad quaestionem: quid est igitur, quod Deus clementer conferat donum 
fidei Jacobo et non Esavo, Davidi et non Saulo, Petro et non Judae, alteri latroni et 
non alteri, cum eadem sit peccati massa etc., justo citius ad Baiog consilii divini 
confugit. The whole version in Gottfried Hoffmann (I. c., p. 598-603) is very 
instructive with regard to the position of later theologians on Luther and the Lutheran 
confession. 
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the theological backwardness of the critics. The question can only and 
indeed is only answered by Calvinism or synergism. But since Scripture 
teaches neither Calvinism nor synergism, but both the universalis gratia and 
the sola gratia, in answering the question the principle of Scripture is given a 
prize. Then, either of the two attempted solutions makes faith in Christ 
completely impossible. This is first of all the case with Calvinism. Wherever 
it is taught that the grace of God is not present in Christ for the majority of 
people, every listener, especially the sinner affected by the law, must remain 
in doubt as to whether the grace also concerns him. But this doubt excludes 
faith per se. The reason why many in Calvinist communities nevertheless 
come to faith is that both preacher and listener forget the gratia particularis. 
Calvinist teachers also expressly insist that one must look especially in the 
challenge to the statements of Scripture which are based on general grace. 

46) Thus Calvinism, which often appears so self-confident in its 
representatives and mocks the adherence to general grace as ignorance, 
completely refutes itself. Also Arminianism and Synergism, which makes 
salvation, instead of depending solely on God's grace in Christ, depend 
decisively on human self-determination, self-decision, better behavior, less 
reluctance, less guilt etc. As long as there is the delusion in the heart that 
grace is only available to those who have the right behavior, the lesser guilt 
etc. before God, the very sinner affected by the law of God will not dare to 
access it. Faith cannot arise at all, because it is the nature of faith that it is 
based_only on grace. '48) Ascribing to oneself an advantage, a lesser debt and 
thus a relative right to grace in comparison with other people, 


147) 


146) Cf. von Scheele, Symbolik I, 55. Calvin, Inst. II, 24, 17. 

147) Cf. Bohl, Dogmatik, p. 282 ff. 

148) Cf. Apol., p. 97 [Zrigl., 136, 55]: "Whenever Scripture speaks of faith, it 
means the faith which rests on pure grace.” Luther, Opp. v. a. VII, 154: Quamdiu 
(homo) persuasus fuerit, sese vel tantulum posse pro salute sua, manet in fiducia sui, 
nec de se penitus desperat, ideo non humiliatur coram Deo, sed locum, tempus, opus 
aliquod sibi praesumit, vel sperat vel optat saltem, quo tandem perveniat ad salutem. 
(“As long as (a man) is convinced that he can do even a little for his salvation, he 
remains in his confidence, and does not completely despair of himself, therefore he 
does not humble himself before God, but presumes for himself some place, time, or 
work, or at least hopes or wishes for which at last reach salvation.” 
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is expressly defined by Scripture as falling away from grace. 4°) But also 
here practice is often better than theory. Already Luther in De servo arbitrio 
reminded us that many who place salvation with their mouths on their 
behavior are based before God and in their hearts solely on grace. !>° 
Finally, it is also clear that both the Calvinist and the synergistic attempts to 
resolve the concept of saving grace as gratuitus Dei favor propter Christum 
[“gratuitous favor of God for Christ's sake”’] in the Scriptures has been 
translated into gratia infusa. Whoever denies the general graciousness of 
God proclaimed in the Gospel must necessarily point those who ask for 
grace to the effects of grace, in man, that is, to the gratia infusa. The 
synergists do this from the outset by asserting that conversion and salvation 
do not depend solely on God's grace in Christ, but also on better human 
behavior. Thus all those who wish to be wise beyond Scripture and answer 
the question: Cur alii prae aliis? in this life, end up in Roman territory, in 
the doctrine of works. This proves the firmly established inner coherence of 
the Christian doctrine revealed in Scripture, which Luther compares to a 
closed ring. If one makes corrections to individual teachings in order to 
eliminate gaps and apparent contradictions, that is, in the interest of a so- 
called scientific system, the result is the destruction of the central teaching of 
Christianity, the justification from faith without works. 


149) Rom. 11:18-22 the apostle calls out to the Gentiles: "Do not boast against 
the branches" (the Jews), and impresses on them that they only stand in faith as long 
as they do not attribute any preference to themselves over the Jews, but remain in 
goodness (ypnotdt1¢). 

150) Opp. v. VI, 166; St. L. XVUI, 1730: Ego vobis facile ostendam, quod viri 
sancti, quales jactatis, quoties ad Deum oraturi vel acturi accedunt, quam penitus 
obliti incedant liberi arbitrii sui, desperantes de semet ipsis, ac nihil nisi solam et 
puram gratiam longe alia meritis sibi invocantes, qualis saepe Augustinus, qualis 
Bernardus, cum moriturus diceret: Perdidi tempus meum, quia perdite vixi. Non 
video hic allegari vim aliquam, quae ad gratiam sese applicet, sed accusari omnem 
vim, quod nonnisi aversa fuerit. Quamquam illi ipsi sancti aliquando inter 
disputandum aliter de libero arbitrio locuti sunt, sicut video omnibus accidisse, ut 
alii sint, dum verbis et disputationibus intenti sunt, et alii, dum affectibus et operibus; 
illic dicunt aliter quam affecti fuerunt ante, hic aliter afficiuntur quam dixerunt, ante. 
Ex affectu vero potius, quam ex sermone metiendi sunt homines, tam pii, quam impii. 


[Google] 
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The Doctrine of Christ. » 
Christologia. 

The Importance of the Doctrine of Christ.‘ We have already 
recognized, when defining the concept of grace, that the grace of God 
against the world of sinners is not an absolute grace founded in God's 
perfection of power, but a grace mediated by Christ or acquired by Christ. 
From this the importance of the doctrine of Christ is illuminated. According 
to church terminology, we usually call the doctrine of justification the central 
article of Christian doctrine or the articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae. But 
the doctrine of justification is based directly on the doctrine of Christ, and 
more precisely on the doctrine of Christ's God-man [or theanthropic] person 
and of Christ's God-man work. God justifies us sinful people by grace, ywpic 
épyov vouov, but da tic ATOAVTPHGEWS Tic év Xptot@ Inood,” because 
Christ has made payment for us. And here Scripture places particular 
emphasis on the fact that the person who makes payment is none other than 
the Son of God, katn\Adynuev 1 Os 51d tod Savatov tod Yiod adtod. ” 
Even the faith by which justification is carried out does not have any 
arbitrary content, not even Christ only in some way as an object, for instance 
as a teacher of the law, model of virtue, revelator "of the universal 
fatherhood of God" etc, but faith is directed to the Christ who is 6 Yidc tod 
Osod tod Cdvtos is » and has given himself for all for salvation 
(vtiAvtpov). ” Despite Harnack °) not only the Father, but also the Son 
belongs in the gospel. Whoever does not want to let Christ, in his God-man 
person and in its God-man work of reconciliation, be the object of saving 
faith, abolishes the Christian doctrine of justification and thus the whole of 
Christianity. The doctrine of Christ must therefore be purified from all 
falsifications with the greatest diligence. © 


1) Rom. 3:24. 2) Rom. 5:10. 3) Matt. 16:16. 4) 1 Tim. 2:6. 

5) Wesen des Christentums. Leipzig, 1900, p. 91: “The Gospel, as Jesus 
proclaims it, has to do with the Father only and not with the Son.” 

6) Gerhard: Necessitatem doctrinae de Christo 1. directe negant, qui sanioribus 
gentilibus salutem tribuunt, quod ex Pontificiis et Calvinianis quosdam facere atque 
ex Photinianae doctrinae hypothesibus consequens esse suo loco demonstravimus 2. 
oblique eam labefactant Cal- 


57 > The teaching of Christ's person. [English ed. ~ 55-56] 


Classification of the doctrine of Christ. In order to confront the 
multifarious error that has arisen in the course of time to present the 
scriptural teaching of Christ in all its aspects, it has become customary to 
treat this teaching in three subdivisions. One deals with I. the God-human 
person of Christ (de persona Christi sive de Christo Seav8pano), II. the 
states of Christ (de statibus exinanitionis et exaltationis), because according 
to human nature the Scriptures show Christ in a double state, in nopgn 
dobdov and in nopey Seov, ” IIL. of the work of Christ (de officio Christi), 
because it had to be shown again and again to the error that Christ not only 
taught the law of God and exemplified it to men, but is the Savior of men 
precisely because he took the place of men under the duty ® and under the 
curse *) of the law of God. 

The idle and dangerous speculation that the Son of God would have 
become man even if men had not sinned will be judged in the doctrine of 
Christ's work. 


I. The doctrine of Christ's person. “ 
(De persona Christi.) 

It has often become the custom to complain about an excessively 
detailed and cumbersome presentation of the doctrine of the person of Christ, 
especially by Lutheran dogmatists, but also already in the Formula of 
Concord and by Luther. !® There is a detailed discussion of the true, perfect 
divinity (de Christo vero Deo sive de veritate divinae naturae), then of the 
true, perfect humanity of Christ (de Christo vero homine sive de veritate et 
integritate humanae naturae), and finally a particularly detailed discussion 
of personal union (de unione personali), the communion of natures and the 
communication of attributes (de communione naturarum et de 
communicatione idiomatum). This very detailed treatment is a fact. It must 
also be admitted that some of the old dogmatists could have presented some 
parts more briefly without the thoroughness of the presentation suffering as a 
result. 


viniani, dum controversias, quae de unione personali et eam consequente idiomatum 
communicatione verae ecclesiae cum ipsis intercedunt, extenuant. [Google] (Locus 
de persona et officio Christi, § 4.) 

7) Phil. 2:6 ff; Luke 24:26. 8) Gal. 4:4-5. 9) Gal. 3:13. 

10) Cf. Luthardt, Comp. 10th ed. p. 209. 
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But historically and factually untrue is the idea that the old teachers, out of 
sheer quarrelsomeness and to the plague of mankind, had made such a 
detailed presentation. The fault for this detailed and often very detailed 
account lies with the false teachers. They never tired of denying in great 
detail and in many ways both the true perfect Godhead and the true perfect 
humanity, and the personal union of the divine and human nature in Christ. 
Thus it was and is appropriate in the circumstances for the teachers of the 
Church, recognizing the importance of the teaching of Christ's person, to 
present and defend all these truths as taught in Scripture. In our time, too, we 
cannot escape a detailed presentation of the teaching of Christ's person for 
the sake of opposition, although we would prefer to be exalted from the 
necessity. Luther already complained that he was forced by the false teachers 
to argue about the doctrine of Christ !. Gerhard also speaks out 
appropriately about what prompted the detailed teaching of Christ. !” 

Summary presentation of the doctrine of Christ's person. * It would 
be acompletely wrong idea to assume that the Christian church only in the 
course of time and by the development of ecclesiastical termini would have 
come to the right knowledge of the person of Christ. Luther is absolutely 
right when he states that the right doctrine of Christ's person, including the 
communicatio idiomatum, has been known and believed in Christendom 
from the very beginning and before all the councils' 


11) StL. XVI, 2231: "Oh, LORD God, from such a blessed, consoling article 
one should always rejoice, sing, praise and thank God the Father for such 
inexpressible mercy, that he has let us have his dear Son, become like him, man and 
brother, without bickering, without doubt in right faith. Thus the wretched Satan, 
through proud, ambitious, desperate people, causes us such displeasure that we must 
be prevented and corrupted from loving and blessed joy. May God hear our plaint!" 

12) Locus de pers. et officio Christi, § 3: Quemadmodum in munita regionis 
alicujus arce ac metropoli oppugnanda vires hostium potissimum occupantur: sic 
diabolus omnes calliditatis et potentiae suae vires in mysterio de Christo, quod 
doctrinae coelestis, metropolin esse novit, oppugnando jam inde a primo N. T. initio, 
imo a mundi usque exordio experiri voluit, modo enim divinam, modo humanam 
Christi naturam evertere, modo unionem personalem dissolvere, modo officium ejus 
labefactare conatus est ac viis dissimilibus ad eandem perpetuo contendit metam, 
videlicet ut sinceritatem ac puritatem hujus doctrinae corrumperet ac consequenter 
hunc salutis thesaurum hominibus eriperet. [Google 


ao > Summary of the teaching of Christ's person. [English ed. ~ 57-58] 
decisions, on the basis of the clear statements of Scripture.!*) Everything that 
is expressed under the doctrine of Christ's person, e.g. in the Lutheran 
confession, is believed and recognized by the Christian because it is clearly 
revealed in the word of the prophets and apostles. The Christian believes the 
two natures in Christ when he reads or hears that the eternal Son of God 
became man from the Virgin Mary. '* He does not doubt the unity of the 
person because he hears that one and the same person presents himself as the 
Son of Man and as the Son of the living God. ! Nor does he doubt the real 
communion of natures, because Scripture says that the fullness of the 
Godhead dwells not beside but in Christ's human nature. !® He believes, on 
the testimony of the Scriptures, that the Lord of glory was crucified,!” and 
that therein lies the value of Christ's suffering and death '® (first genus of the 
communication of the attributes). He also believes in the statements of the 
Scriptures that 


13) St. L. XVI, 2233: "Wherefore, this Council (at Ephesus) has also placed 
nothing new in the faith, as we said above, but defended the old faith against the new 
conceit of Nestorii, that one cannot make an example of it nor give power to the 
Council to set new or different articles of faith. For this article has been known in the 
Church from the beginning, and has not been made anew by the Council, but has 
been preserved by the Gospel or Holy Scripture. For it is written in St. Luke, chap. 
1:32, that the angel Gabriel announces to the Virgin Mary that out of her shall be 
born the Son of the Most High. And St. Elisabeth (Luke 1:43): From where does it 
come that the mother of the Lord comes to me? And the angels all together at 
Christmas (Chap. 2:11): "A Saviour is born to you today, who is Christ the Lord. 
Item, St. Paul Gal. 4:4: "God has sent his Son, born of an image of a woman. These 
sayings (I know for certain) hold firmly enough that Mary is the Mother of God. Thus 
speaks St. Paul 1 Cor. 2:8: "The princes of this world have crucified the Lord of 
majesty"; Acts 20:28: 'God has purchased the Church with his own blood', but God 
has no blood to judge according to reason; Phil. 2:6-7: 'Christ, being equal to God, 
became a servant and invented in all human ways. And childlike faith, Symbolum 
Apostolorum, says: I believe in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was 
conceived, born of Mary, suffered, crucified, died, buried etc. There are clearly the 
idiomata of human nature, and yet they are attributed to the one and only Son and 
Lord, in whom we believe like the Father, and as a true God.” 

14) Gal. 4:4; Joh. 1:1-2, 14. 15) Matt. 16:13-17. 16) Col. 2:9. 

17) 1 Cor. 2:9. 18) Rom. 5:10; 1 Joh. 1:7. 


60 Bs The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 58] 


Christ was given omnipotence, omniscience, etc. in time according to his 
human nature.!® In view of the statements of Scripture, he does not even 
come out of the thought that omnipotence, omniscience etc. is to be 
understood only as "finite, great gifts". And when Christ promises his 
Church that he wants to be with her every day until the end of the world,” 
then the Christian does not think of his God-man Savior without and outside, 
but with and within his human nature present, that is, he attributes to Christ 
according to human nature, like omnipotence and omniscience, so also 
omnipresence (second genus of the communication of attributes). And when 
Scripture says that the Son of God appeared in the flesh precisely for the 
purpose of destroying the works of the devil and saving humanity through 
his activity in the accepted flesh and through the accepted flesh,”” the 
Christian does not think of the matter in any other way than that Christ does 
not work his official works as prophet, high priest and king alongside but in 
the accepted flesh and through the same, that is, according to both natures. 
He believes una actio Seavdpiky even if he does not know the expression 
(third genus of the communication of the attributes). The thought that the 
finite is not capable of the infinite (finitum non est capax infiniti) is quite 
stern for him, because it is clear to him from the statements of Scripture that 
the Son of God has actually entered the flesh, that is, has united the infinite 
with the finite into one person. In this brief exposition, based on clear 
scriptural statements that are understandable to every Christian, the whole 
doctrine of the person of Christ is contained to its farthest reaches. Seeberg 
also makes the correct comment with regard to the theological presentation 
of the doctrine of Christ's person that from the admitted personal union of 
God and man in Christ the most intimate communion of natures and the 
communication of attributes is self-evident. *” 


19) Matt. 28:18; Matt. 11:27; Joh. 3:34-35. 

20) Matt. 28:20. 21) 1 Joh. 3:8; Hebr. 2:14. 15. 

22) RE.3 IV, 255 ff.: "Precondition of the Church doctrine of communicatio 
idiomatum is the proposition that, on the basis of the incarnation of the Son of God as 
the Second Person of the divine Trinity, there is a unified subject of the God-man, by 
virtue of the initiative of the Logos who takes human nature upon himself, so that 
now both complete natures, the divine and the human, are inseparably connected with 
each other in personal unity. Whoever denies the unification of the two natures into 
personal unity, 


61> [English ed. 59] 


1. The True Divinity of Christ * 

Scripture places great emphasis on the nature of the person of Christ, 
especially the divinity of Christ. Recently, it has been asserted again that a 
"Christological" confession is not a prerequisite for the Gospel, and in 
particular, Christ did not include the sentence: "I am the Son of God" in his 
Gospel. 7) The exact opposite is the case. Christ himself puts the 
"christological" confession of his essential divinity so powerfully in the 
foreground that he recognizes faith in himself only where it is present. We 
have Matt. 16:13 ff. a catechesis with His disciples about His (Christ's) 
person. In response to Christ's question, the disciples report that people (oi 
avGpezot) consider him to be John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah or one of the 
Prophets, that is, a mere man. Christ appeals to the better knowledge of his 
disciples, not of flesh and blood, but of his Father in heaven, and states that 
the Son of Man is 6 Yidc tod Weod tod CHvtoc [v. 16]. On this confession 
hangs the salvation: Maxéptoc ei Liu@v Baptwva, and this confession is the 
métpa [rock] of which Peter is and on which the Church of Christ stands, 
which the gates of hell should not overpower. This confession, that the Son 
of Man is 6 Yidc tod god tod CHvtoc, is the confession that the Church of 
God of all times has held fast to gross and subtle error. Unitarians claim that 
Christ is only called God (Christus Deus nuncupativus), without 


accomplished in the act of incarnation, has no reason to search for the way of 
communication of the attributes in the sense of the Church; but for whom this 
unification and unity is a fact of faith, he will not be able to do otherwise than to set 
now also somehow comnunicatio idiomatum in the God-man.... Precisely for this 
reason, all the objections of the Reformed theology, as they certainly revealed the 
weak points of the Lutheran view" (?), "did not reach their goal; for whoever once 
admits the hypostatic unity of the God-man and claims this most intimate and deepest 
union of the two natures, loses with it the right to declare himself against the 
communication of the attributes. 

23) Harnack, Wesen des Christentums, p. 92: "The sentence: I am the Son of 
God' has not been inserted into his Gospel by Jesus himself, and whoever puts it there 
as one sentence next to others adds something to the Gospel". p. 93: "How far away 
from his (Jesus) thoughts and from his instruction one is from his (Jesus) instruction, 
when one puts a 'Christological' confession before the gospel and teaches that first 
one had to think about Christ correctly, only then one could approach the gospel. This 
is a reversal." 


62 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 59-60] 


being God in essence or in the metaphysical sense of the word. It comes to 
the same result when in recent times one has expressed oneself in such a way 
that the predicate of the Godhead attached to Christ does not contain a 
"judgement of being" but only a "value judgement". 7 Likewise already de 
Wette, when he says of the faith in Christ's divinity that it is of "ideal 
aesthetic kind" and belongs to "pious feeling", but in no way has a divine 
nature in Christ as its basis. >) Also so-called positive theologians of our 
time let the essential divinity of Christ (the "two natures doctrine") run wild 
and convert the divinity of Christ e.g. into a potentiated will of God, which 
becomes effective in Christ in a unique way. ”© This is unitarian navigation. 
The Subordinationists want to leave the essential Deity of Christ standing. 
They claim that Christ is God not only in name but in essence, but—God of 
lesser quality, God "only in the second sense of the word". *” That both the 
Unitarians and the Subordinationists have the Scriptures against them, and 
that only 6uoobows, in the sense of eandem numero essentiam cum Patre 
habens [having the same number essence with the Father], is in accordance 
with Scripture, has been explained in detail in the doctrine of God (De Deo). 
For the sake of the overview and with reference to Christ's work of 
redemption, only so much is repeated here: When Scripture mentions Christ 
G26 and 5 vioc Tov tov Seov”?, it does not use these expressions in the 
improper sense, as creatures are also called God because of divine 
functions,*” but in the actual, that is, essentially or metaphysical sense of the 
word. This follows unquestionably from the fact that Scripture attributes to 
the Son, in relation to the Father, the same divine nature and the same divine 
effects by number (eandem numero essentiam et easdem numero operationes 
ad extra) and, in general, the whole series of divine attributes. For, however, 
the statement Joh. 10:30: "I and the Father are one" (ev eopsv) does not refer 
to the unity of mind or of will or 

performs the same operations with the Father, 3! but to the unity, and 
specifically the numerical unity, 


24) Ritschl etc. Cf. "Ritschls Theologie", L. u. W., Vol. 40. 41. 

25) Dogmatics d. ev.-luth. K., § 66. 

26) Cf. Seeberg, Grundwahrheiten etc. 1902, p. 109 ff. 

27) Kahnis, Dogmatik, 2nd ed., I, 361 Cf. the treatise: "Modern 
Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture", L. u. W. Vol. 40 (17, 49, 71, 97, 129) 

28) Joh. 1:1 etc. 29) Matt. 16:16 etc. 

30) Joh. 10:35. mpoc otc 0 AOyos (order, mandatum) tov YEov EyévEto 

31) Arians, Socinians, Subordinationists etc. 


63 > The true divinity of Christ. [English ed. ~ 60-61] 


of the being. A different view is not possible according to the context. In v. 
28 Christ says of himself the omnipotence and omnipotent action by assuring 
that no one can pluck his sheep from his hand. To this he adds v. 29 the 
statement that no one can pluck his sheep, which the Father has given him, 
out of his Father's hand. The equality and unity of omnipotence and 
omnipotence effect thus expressed by him and the Father is then justified by 
Christ v. 30 with the further statement: "Land my Father are one ","Ey@ kai d 
mathp sv éousv, that is, with the unity of being, unitas essentiae. *” In the 
same way the statement Joh. 5:17: O Tlatip pov éws tpt épyaCetat Kayo 
épyaCouoat [“My Father worketh hitherto, and I work”’] refers to the 
numerical unity of the omnipotence of the Father and the Son. For when the 
Jews see in these words of Christ a blasphemous presumption, because 
Christ thereby makes himself equal to God (isov éavtov To1dv TH OEd, Vv. 
18), the latter does not limit his assertion, but rather reinforces and 
substantiates it by the further statement that the unitas operationis with the 
Father belongs to him: "Whatever the Father does, the Son does likewise" 
(Opoiws), v. 19. The Son cannot do anything of his own, because there are 
not two omnipotence effects, but only one and the same omnipotence effect 
in the Father and the Son. The so-called orthodox view of this passage is the 
only one that is in accordance with the text. °°) As for the divine attributes in 
general, Scripture testifies: Christ is before Abraham *” and before the 
world. >> He created 


32) Gut Alford: "The apparent diversity of the two expressions &k TI¢ YELP | 
ov and &k Tis YElpOc TOV TATPdc LL OV gives occasion to the assertion that Christ and 
the Father are one, one in essence primarily, but therefore also one in working and 
power and will." 

33) Quenstedt: Observandum ad hoc dictum Joh. 5:19. 20: Phrasis ov dvvatai 
ov dev noleiv non notat ddvvayiay, impotentiam seu imbecillitatem, ut Joh. 15:5: 
"Sine me nihil potestis facere", sed potius cum de Deo simpliciter praedicatur, 
summam perfectionem naturae eodem modo operantis, ut aliter se habere nequeat, 
designat, uti alias d0bvatov dicitur Deum mentiri, cum sit dyevone, Tit. 1:2 De 
Christo vero cum usurpatur exprimit ipsius et Patris et essentiae et potentiae et 
voluntatis et operationis identitatem, unitatem, inseparabilitatem ac simul tpomov 
vaapcews, quod nimirum Filius, sicut non a se ipso, sed a Patre per aeternam 
generationem essentiam suam habeat, sic quoque a Se ipso operandi potentiam non 
habeat aut a se ipso agat, sed a Patre. [Google] (Syst. I, 470.) 

34) Joh. 8:51. 35) Joh. 17:5; 1:1. 


64 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 61-62] 


the world;*® he sustains the world and is present in the world. 3”) He knows 
all things. >® He is omnipotent like the Father,*” he raises the dead like the 
Father *” and does miracles in general like the Father by his own power. *!) 
He is therefore also to be worshipped by all creatures as their God and Lord. 
42) 

In response to the peculiar objection of some subordinators that Christ is 
mentioned God only in the predicate, not in the subject (9e6c) * and is 
therefore God of lesser rank or quality, it must be said that this argument is 
based on_polytheistic views. God, in the metaphysical sense of the word, is 
not a generic term, but always designates the divine being that exists only 
once (unam numero essentiam divinam). If one now admits that the Son of 
God is according to his nature or in the metaphysical sense of the word 9edc, 
and if one nevertheless calls the Son of God "God in the second sense of the 
word", then one has the tritheistic idea that there are, like three different 
divine persons, so also three divine beings that are different according to 
their rank and quality, a supreme God and two sub-gods. Subordinatianism is 
an obvious relapse into pagan polytheism. The words Joh. 14:28: O zatyp 
Lov peiG@v sotww describe Christ according to human nature, namely 
according to human nature in the state of humiliation, because according to 
the context there is talk of a state of Christ that ceases with the going to the 
Father. “* To the question how, in the numerical unity of the divine being, 
only the Son could become man, without the Father and the Holy Spirit 
becoming man at the same time, one can only 


36) Hebr. 1:10; Joh. 1:3. 

37) Col. 1:16-17:’Ev avto extio9y Té mavtO.. . . KO TA MEVTO EV AVTO 
OvvéaTI|KEV. 

38) Joh. 21:17. 39) Joh. 10:28-30. 40) Joh. 5:21. 28-29. 

41) Joh. 2:11; 1:14. 42) Joh. 5:23; 20:28; Phil. 2:9 ff. 

43) Apart from the fact that the reading $edc 1 Tim. 3:16; Acts 20:28, has still 
not fallen critically (the closer to the teaching of God), one should turn the matter 
around and say that Christ is even mentioned in the predicate (Gedc Hv 4 Adyos, Joh. 
1:1) and in the vocative (Hebr. 1:8: 5 Bpdvoc cov, 5 OEdc, Etc Tov aidva; Joh. 20:28: 
0 Kiptdés pov Kai 6 Ogdc¢ Lov) Ogdc and in addition with the more detailed 
provisions 6 GAnitwoc Yedc, 1 Joh. 5:20, 6 péyac Yedc Tit. 2:13, 6 ov exit AavTMV BeEdc, 
Rom. 9:5. The predicate that is attached to a thing is what matters first and foremost 
in determining its nature. 

44) So really Luther, Sz. L. XI, 1079 f. 


65 > Causes of denial of the true divinity of Christ. [English ed. ~ 62- 
63] 


with Luther say: I probably wanted to be as wise as any heretic, if I could 
understand that. *°) All attempts at explanation are of evil. On the basis of the 
testimony of Scripture, the Christian faith holds two things: 1. that in the Son 
of God there is not only a part but the whole fullness of the Godhead, Col. 
2:9; 2. that not the Father but only the Son became man in the fullness of 
time, Gal. 4:4-5. The details in the Doctrine of the Trinity. 

Causes of the denial of the true divinity of Christ. * If one asks why 
the true divinity of Christ is denied again and again in spite of its so clear 
testimony in the Scriptures, it is to be said that this happens once out of 
rationalistic interest. For if Christ is not the true God, but only, as they 
thought, John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah or one of the Prophets,*® then 
there is no need to believe the admittedly great mystery *”) that 5 vioc tov 
dvGpamov is 6 vioc Tov Yeov Tov Caovtos, that is, one person is God and man, 
SedvGperoc. Significant in this respect is de Wette’s naive remark that the 
whole doctrine of Christ's person is "confused" by the doctrine of the 
essential divinity of Christ. 4 Primarily, however, the denial of the true deity 
of Christ is based on a Pelagian interest. It is the delusion of all naturally- 
minded people that man can and must go to heaven by his own works. Man 
is free from this delusion as long 


45) Luther: "By speaking (John) ‘The Word became flesh’, he excludes the 
Father and the Holy Spirit and keeps only the Son; hw says: the Word, as it was in 
the beginning, became flesh, not the Father, nor the Holy Spirit. The Father is not the 
Son of Mary, nor is the Holy Spirit.... If you now ask reason why the Son and not 
the Father became man, it will certainly not be able to tell you; indeed, it will become 
a fool. Therefore hear what the Holy Spirit says to you through St. John's: the Word 
became man and suffered, and not the Father. How these things are done, you shall 
believe, and not know, nor understand, but save until that blessed day of our 
redemption. Reason clashes with this article when it wants to measure and grasp it 
with its wisdom, remembering: in the Godhead there is one unified, inseparable 
being; how can the middle person alone become man and not all three? I wanted to be 
as wise as any heretic when I said these words: "The Word became flesh" of my will. 


It means believed, not seen, measured or grasped. ... Therefore, we will not let the 
other two persons be added to humanity." (St. L. VI, 2160 f.) 
46) Matt. 16:13 ff. 47) 1 Tim. 3:16. 


48) Dogmatics d. ev.-luth. K., p. 129. 


66 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 63-64] 


as he considers Christ to be a mere man and therefore regards him only as a 
model of virtue etc. But if in Christ God Himself appeared in the flesh to 
redeem men as a God-man through His deeds *”) and His suffering >, then it 
is unquestionably certain that all the works of man for the attainment of 
salvation, that is, the so-called religion of morality, are nothing and that men 
can only exist and become saved before God by complete despair of their 
own morality and their own works, solely by trusting in Christ's divine- 
human [theanthropic] merit (sola fide). The true divinity of Christ drives out 
Pelagianism and every form of the doctrine of works, in which every 
naturally-minded person is imprisoned. Luther inculcates this powerfully. He 
remarks on Gal. 2:20: "These words: ..."the Son of God," "he loved me and..: 
"He gave himself for me" are all thunderbolts and fire from heaven against 
the righteousness of the law and the teaching of works. So great wickedness, 
so great error, darkness and ignorance was in my will and mind that I could 
only be delivered by such an unspeakably great ransom. Why do we boast, 
then, that our reason guides us rightly, that our natural powers are unharmed, 
that our reason is inclined to the best, that everyone must do as much as he 
can... when I hear here that there is so much evil in my nature that the 
world and all creatures have not been enough to reconcile God, but God's 
Son Himself has had to be given up for this? ... Do you still want to come 
here with your cap and plate, with your chastity, obedience, poverty? What 
is all this? Yes, what is the law of Moses and the works of the law? What are 
all the works and sufferings of all the martyrs? What is all the obedience of 
the holy angels to the Son of God, who was given, and is given in the most 
shameful way, to the death on the cross, so that His most precious blood was 
shed entirely for your sins? When you look at this treasure, you should curse, 
tread in the dung, spit, curse and cast into hell all caps, plates, all vows, 
works, merits for equity and merits for dignity. Therefore, it is an intolerable 
and terrible blasphemy when you create any work, whereby you miss to 
reconcile God, seeing that he cannot be reconciled other than by this 
immense and infinite treasure, namely 


49) Gal. 4:4. 5. 50) 1 Joh, 1:7. 


67 > The True humanity of Christ. [English ed. ~ 64-65] 


the death and blood of his Son, for a drop of his blood is more precious than 
all creatures">!’ Luther therefore also powerfully promoted "Christology" in 
his sermons to the people, especially the article on the true, essential divinity 
of Christ. In a sermon on the 23rd chapter of the Gospel of Matthew, he 
says: "These texts should be viewed with care, that we may hold fast the 
article of the divinity of Christ, of which we speak and confess in our 
Christian faith: "I believe in Jesus Christ, his only begotten Son, our Lord, 
who was conceived of the Holy Spirit" etc. Christ is a different person (than 
the Father). He may not be Father, but he is the Creator of heaven and earth, 
has a divine nature and nature, and is born of the Virgin Mary in time; and 
yet not two Christians are sons, but one Jesus, as we say: And to Jesus 
Christ, who is an individual son, one person, and yet has two natures, united 
in the one person and in Christ. This is what the holy Gospels teach us and 
prove; and if this article wavers, we are lost. The Turk and the heretics want 
their turn and will not let the article be good. ... Therefore have good heed to 
these and similar sayings, for if this article is lost, we are no longer 
Christians." >”) And in this emphasis on the divinity of Christ, Luther follows 
only the Scriptures, which find the redeeming value of Christ's fulfillment of 
the law and the reconciling power of Christ's death in that it is the fulfillment 
of the law and the death of the Son of God: éGaméotetiev 6 Osdc tov Yiov 
adtod. . . yevopevov 020 voplov iva Tod b10 VOLOV éEayopdo; > 
KATMAAGYNLEV TO Os 814. 10d Vavatov tod Yiod adtod. ” 


2. The True Humanity of Christ. * 

A detailed dogmatic exposition of the true and perfect humanity of 
Christ is prompted by the fact that within external Christianity the humanity 
of Christ was partly denied completely by attributing to Christ only a false 
body,» 


51) St. L. IX, 237 f. Further [X, 376 ff., especially also XVI, 1688 f., where 
Luther in holy wrath suppresses all Papist work teachings with the reference to the 
Son of God's work of redemption. 

52) St. L. VU, 1263 f. 53) Gal. 4:4-5. 54) Rom. 5:10. 

55) So the documents. Docetism is common to the Gnostic systems because of 
the delusion that matter is evil. Particularly pronounced 


68 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 66] 


and partly mutilated by ascribing to Christ a body without a soul *© or a body 
and a soul without a spirit *” or body and soul without a human will *® or in 
general a higher spiritual flesh >” which is not equal to ours. 

Scripture teaches clearly the true and perfect humanity of Christ 
(veritatem et integritatem humnae Christi naturae). Not only does it name 
Christ év8panoc™ and 6 vidc vId¢ Tov Tov avOparov,°”, but it also 
expresses in many ways that it does not describe an illusory person, but an 
essential person. Just as Christ is according to his divine nature phovoyevis 
Tapa TAatpdc Tatpdc,~ so he is according to his human nature ex tov 
matépov Israel,°) whose human nature has come upon him. He is therefore 
specifically called Abraham's 


is Docetism in Marcion. According to Tertullian's account, Christ's humanity is to 
him a mere phantasma, every real body caro stercoribus infersa [“flesh filled with 
feces”] and every birth a foeditas [loathsome]. (Tert. adv, Marcionem Il, 8. 10. 21.) 

56) So the Arians, &yvyou. In place of the human soul, in Christ's case the Adyoc, 
of course the Arian one, has taken over. Tendency: fv tov m490vc vonow vonow Kol 
Kat THv 66 adov Gvaotaow TH YedtnT TpoGayeEt (to be enclosed) and thus to make 
dOyoc a creature. (Athanasius c. Apollo. II, 3.) 

57) So Apollinaris, Bishop of Laodicea, + around 390, on the basis of the 
Platonic trichotomy o@pa (body), yoy (animal principle of life), voug (the rational 
soul or spirit that distinguishes man from the animal) In place of the vovc is with 
Christ the Adyoc. Apollinarism was rejected by two Roman synods under Damasus 
374 and 376 (Mansi III, 481. 502) and at Constantinople 381, can. 1. 

58) So the Monotheletes. Monotheletism first represented by Bishop Sergius of 
Constantinople in the 7th century. Rejected by the Synod of Constantinople in 680. 
The material in Mansi XI, 190 ff. 

59) According to the Gnostic Valentinus (+ c. 150): Christ passed through Mary 
with a heavenly, spiritual body worthy of her, like water through a canal, without 
taking from Mary any human nature equal to ours. Similarly enthusiasts of the 16th 
and 17th centuries (Anabaptists, Weigelians etc.). Cf. Dorner, Glaubenslehre I, 309 
f. Very detailed material in Baumgarten, Theol. Streitigkeiten II, 24-69 (Controversy 
"of the heavenly humanity of Christ"). See also Giinther, Symbolik 2, p. 149 
[Giinther, Symbolik 3, p. 174]. Against the heavenly humanity of the Anabaptists F. 
C., Art. XII, p. 728 [Trigl. p. 1099]. — From the point of view of the mixing of 
natures, Eutyches also expressed himself: "E@c ofEepov ov eizov 76 G@LA TOV 
Kuptov Kat Seo HU®V dLoovoLov Hiv. (Mansi V, 742.) 

60) 1 Tim. 2:5; Joh. 8:40. 61) Matt. 8:20 etc. 

62) Joh. 1:14. 63) Rom. 9:5. 


69 = The True humanity of Christ. [English ed. ~ 66-67] 
Seed, David's offspring,® Mary's son © etc. Scripture even gives us a 
double human genealogical register of Christ. ©” The fact that Christ did not 
bring his human nature from heaven, but took it from his Israelite ancestors, 
especially from the Virgin Mary, is expressed in Scripture in a special way 
by the fact that his name is kapmdc Tic KotAiac [fruit of the womb] of Mary. 
68) Moreover, Scripture occasionally mentions the individual components of 
Christ's human nature: the body, o®pa, o&pka Kat dotea,” the soul, 
woxn,’? the spirit, 76 mvebua,’” the human will, 16 96Anua. Summing it 
all up, Scripture says Hebr. 2:14: Exsi obv ta naidia KeKowdvykev aipatos 
Kai CAPKOs Kai ADTOS TAPATANSINS LETEDYEV TOV ADTOV, Nainiio capKds Kat 
aipatoc. 

Whoever therefore denies the true humanity of Christ does so on other 
grounds than Scripture. Here too rationalism and Pelagianism are at the root 
of it. Rationalism, by declaring the connection between God and a material 
human body to be unseemly and impossible at all,’>) or by thinking that the 
union into a personal unity could not come about if the human nature of 
Christ was also given a rational human soul (voiic) and 


64) Gen. 22:18: Gal. 3:16. 65) Jer. 23:5. 66) Luke 2:7. 

67) Matt. 1:1 ff. shows Christ as the son of David, Luke 3:23 ff. as the natural 
son of David. The register of inheritance also indirectly proves the human nature of 
Christ, inasmuch as only one person can be connected with other people in terms of 
inheritance law. 

68) Luke 1:42. 69) Joh. 2:21. 70) Luke 24:39. 

71) Matt. 26:38. 72) Luke 23:46. 

73) Luke 22:42: pm 16 YANG Lov, GAAG TO Gdv yEevéosa. 

74) According to the context "this is precisely a matter of highlighting, 
preserving and fully humanizing the Son of God" (Moll). — Baier sums up the 
scriptural doctrine of the true humanity of Christ in this way: Christus est verus 
homo, nobis consubstantialis. Sic enim Scriptura eum expresse nominat hominem, 1 
Tim. 2:5; Joh. 8, 40th Filium hominis octogies bis in Scriptura appellari constat. Eo 
etiam pertinent appellationes de semine mulieris, Gen. 3:15, semine Abrahae, Gen. 
22:18,- Gal. 3:16, germine Davidis, Jer. 23:5. tribuuntur etiam Christo partes 
essentiales liominis: anima quidem, Matt. 26:38; Luc. 23:46, corpus humanum, Joh. 
2:21, caro, sanguis et ossa, Ebr. 2:14; Luc. 24:39. Denique genealogia ejus 
recensetur, quoad lineam ascendentem quidem Luc. 3:23 sqq., quoad descendentem 
Matt. 1:1 sqq. [Google] (Comp. III, 20 sqq.) 

75) Gnostics. 
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a human will. 7° Pelagianism underlies the denial and mutilation of Christ's 
human nature by not recognizing the need for a vicarious satisfaction of 
Christ. Gnosticism lacks all the conditions for the biblical doctrine of a 
satisfactio vicaria. In his dualism, he does not know any guilt of sin 
weighing on man, but only a substance (hyle) of sin that has penetrated into 
man. The redemption through Christ therefore does not consist in the 
redemption of a sinful debt, but in the elimination of the substance of sin, 
which is stimulated by Christ. 7” But also in the shortening and mutilation of 
Christ's human nature, as it is the case with the Apollinarists, Eutychians, 
Monotheletians, Weigelians etc., the necessity of satisfactio vicaria has 
receded into the background. One forgets that the Redeemer did not only 
have to appear in the flesh, but that he had to work in the assumed flesh (py 
[HEBREW]). 7°) The Redeemer had to take the place of men both under the 
duty and under the punishment of the law given to men and binding men 
together. ’” But he could do this only by assuming a perfect human nature 
and thus becoming equal to men in all things, only without sin. Therefore, in 
describing the work of redemption, Scripture emphasizes how the true 
Godhead is the same as the true, perfect humanity of Christ, calling the 
Redeemer and mediator not only man, Son of Man, David's Son, Mary's Son 
etc. but also presents him to us in all the peculiarities and activities of human 


76) Apollinarists and monotheletes. Apollinaris (after Gregory of Nyssa): EI 
Leta Tov OEdv Fv, rot, vov Svtoc Kat avOpamtvoc vous Tv EV XPloTH, ODK dpa 
ETITEAETTAL EV OVT TO TG CupKaDEwS Epyov. — Ei &vOpare TEeAsio cvvn@On OEdc¢ 
TEAELOG, OVO AV NOAY, E1C LEV MVGEL VLOG DEdv, Etc SE OETOc. (Antirrheticus adv. 
Apollinarem, c. 38.39. Bei Schmid-Hauck, Dogmengesch., p. 81.) The monotheletes 
argued like this: Adbvatov Evi KO TP TE AVTO S0O GLA KO KATA TAVTOV VYEOTAVOL 
OeAjpata. (See Sergii ep. ad Honorium, Mansi Xi, 529 ff.) 

77) The morally more serious Gnostics wanted to achieve this by means of 
asceticism. 

78) Isaiah 53:11: yayw age ywDi Yyyn [HEBREW]. On these words, see L. u. 
W. 56, 246 f.: "The expression wyw51 *»y [HEBREW] refers to the passion and death 
of Christ. 2» [HEBREW] unites the concepts of work and effort. Christ's suffering 
was a laborious work. And his soul has worked. Christ worked with all his strength, 
body and soul" etc. 

79) Gal. 4:4-5; 3:13. 
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nature and makes him put all the powers of body and soul at the service of 
redemption. His soul (w53) [HEBREW}) has worked: ®° he kneels down and 
prays; ®) he mourns and trembles; ®” his soul is sorrowful unto death; *» his 
sweat is like drops of blood; ® his human will (t6 $éAnuéd Lov) he submits 
to the will of the Father; *» he thirsts; ®© in his body (ev tp c@pati avtob) he 
sacrificed our sins on the cross. *” This redemption business is definitely not 
suitable for a so-called "heavenly" flesh and human nature without a rational 
soul and without a human will. The old teachers therefore do not go beyond 
Scripture when they expressed in various ways that with the denial of the 
true and perfect humanity of Christ, Christ's work of redemption also falls 
away. °°) The well-known phrase of Gregory of Nazareth is also directed 
against the reduction of Christ's human nature: T6 &apoaAnmtov 
a8epaevtov [what was not assumed was not redeemed (healed)]. The 
Lutheran teachers take up this sentence and prove that it is Scriptural 
perversion when one wants to show from scriptural passages such as Rom 
8:3 (ev OLOIMLATL GapKds apLaptiac), Phil 2:7 (oynjwatt sipEsets wc 
av8poroc), Jn 6:41 (6 dptos 6 KataBic é«k EK TOV Ovpavod) etc. that Christ's 
human nature is not equally important to ours. ®” The truth of Christ's human 


80) Isaiah 53:11. 81) Luke 22:41. 82) Matt. 26:37. 
83) Matt. 26:37. 84) Luke 22:44. 85) Luke 22:42. 
86) Joh. 19:28. 87) 1 Petr. 2:24. 


88) Tertullian (Adv. Mare. II, 8): Iam nunc, cum mendacium deprehenditur 
Christi caro, sequitur ut et omnia, quae per carnem Christi gesta sunt, mendacio 
gesta sint .— Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4): Ei pavtacia nv f evav8pamnotc, 
oavtacia Kat 1] cwtnpia. 

89) Gerhard, De persona et off: Christi, § 86 sq. Gerhard also informs how the 
Church Fathers correctly understood the cited passages. He himself says to Rom. 8:3: 
Non dicit apostolus simpliciter, quod miserit Deus Filium in_similitudine camis, sed 
quod miserit eum in similitudine carnis peccati, id est, peccato obnoxiae. Sensus 
igitur est, quod caro Christi similis quidem fuerit carni peccatrici, non tamen 
peccatrix fuerit; vox enim ojoi@patoc non ad carnem, sed ad determinationem 
adjectam ts apaptiac pertinet, nec excludit naturae humanae veritatem, sed peccati 
foeditatem, unde in fine versiculi pro ev ouoimpatt oapKoc ponitur ev capKi. — 
Philippi to Rom. 8:3: "Christ did not appear ev capki apaptiac, which is the Ebionite, 
nor €v OLoO1lMpLaTL OapKOdc, which is the doctrinal, but ev OLo1lmpLaTtt capKds apLaptiac, 
which is the biblical Pauline view. Lapé is here obviously the whole human nature, 
like Joh. 1:14 etc. according to body and soul... Christ now could well ev oapki, but 
not €v capKi 


72 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed.] 


nature also includes the fact that he is a creature. When Schwenkfeld denied 
this, he was countered with the declaration at the convent in Schmalkalden in 
1537: Improbamus Svencfeldii delirium et dicimus, humanam naturam in 
Christo et manere et esse creaturam, ut Johannes inquit: "Verbum caro 
factum est." [“We reject the delusion of Schwenkfeld and say that the human 
nature in Christ both remains and is a creature, as John says: “The Word 
became flesh.””] ” In short, 


apaptiac, because he had to be ywpic Guaptiac, Hebr. 4:15 etc., in order to be 
qualified to katakpivetv Thy apaptiav ev tT capKi". — Gerhard to Phil. 2:7: Mlud 
oxnua. non opponitur veritati sive substantiae carnis, sed subsecutae glorificationi. . . 
. Apostolo enim non fuit propositum docere, qualis fuerit humana natura Christi 
ratione essentiae, sed qualem se Christus in externa conversatione durante 
exinanitionis statu gesserit. [Google] Joh. 6:41 refers according to the context from 
Christ not to the human but to the divine nature. Gerhard: Descriptiones divinae 
naturae non sunt opponendae veritati humanae naturae. Ergo ex eo, quod Christus 
dicitur descendisse de coelo, Ioh. 3:13, Filius hominis de coelo, Ioh. 6:62, non 
probatur, quod corpus sidereum ac coeleste in uterum virginis intulerit, sed quod 6 
Aoyog carnem assumserit. [Google] (1. c., § 90.) — Trefflich puts negative and 
positive Ag. Hunnius explains, both negatively and positively, how the coming of 
Christ from heaven is to be understood according to Scripture: Primo, non ita 
descendit Filius Dei de coelo, ut naturam suam humanam sive carnem de coelo 
detulerit, sicut Valentiniani somniarunt. Your new sic intelligence is descensus, as it 
were Adyos, juxta suam divinitatem, instante jam tempore illo incarnationis, the 
summo aliquo coelo motu locali vel descenderit vel devolarit et in uterum virginis se 
immiserit, ut ibi carnem assumeret. Etenim doyos, ratione Suae essentiae infinitus et 
cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto essentialiter coelum et terram implens, de loco in locum 
moveri et transferri nulla ratione potest. Quemadmodum etiam, ut homo fieret, tali 
descensu e supremo aliquo coeli loco in infimum non indiguit, cum et ante 
incarnationem essentialiter in Maria, sicut et in caeteris creaturis omnibus, fuerit et, 
ubicunque Adyos est, ibidem coelum suum regnumque coeleste secum habeat, sed hoc 
tantum ad illam évodpxwovw opus ei fuit, ut qui ante et extra incarnationem 
praesentissimus erat Mariae virgini, nunc in incarnatione humanam ex ea naturam 
assumeret sibique in personae unitatem inseparabiliter copularet. Tertio igitur, 
Filius eodem plane modo de coelo descendit, quo Joh. 16 a Patre exiisse scribitur, 
non certe, quod Adyos ratione divinitatis unquam vel Patrem deseruerit, residing in 
cujus sinu perpetuo, sicut inquit Philippo: "Non credis, quod Pater in me est et ego in 
Patre",; nec quod doyog divinitate sua coelum unquam deseruerit aut ab 
administratione coeli ad tempus recesserit, sed quemadmodum Deus ipse Gen. 11:5; 
Exod. 19 and aliis in locis Scripturae descendere dicitur de coelo non deserendo 
locum, a quo nunquam essentia sua recedit, sed visibili aliquo et conspicuo signo seu 
revelatione in terris sese manifestando: sic Dei Filius de coelo in terras descendit, 
eum in terris humanam naturam assumit et in ea se manifestat, 1 Tim. 3 (Libelli 
quatuor de pers. Christ, 1590, p. 24 sq.. Quoted in Baier, ed. W., II, 23.) 

90) With Gerhard, 1. c., § 98 [Giinther, Popular Symbolism, p. 174; Pop. 


Symbolics, p. 322]. 


73 fea The True Humanity of Christ. [English ed. ~ 69-70] 


the Christian Church has recorded, on the basis of Scripture, from all 
beginnings and at all times, as the true Godhead, so also the true, perfect 
humanity of Christ. °!’ The sentence of the Chalcedonian that Christ, 
according to his divine nature, is the Father 6,000010¢ and, according to 
human nature, is us human beings 6poovoto., only gives the clear teaching 
of Scripture. It is in the nature of things that in this provision 6uoobot0g 
designates in relation to the Father the essential unit according to number 
(secundum numerum) and in relation to human beings the essential unit only 
according to kind (secundum speciem). The divine being exists only once, 
while the human being exists in as many copies as there are persons. °” 

In order to point to the_practical importance of the true Godhead and 
true humanity of Christ for the work of salvation, Church teachers often add 
here the particular question: "Why did Christ have to be both true God and 
true man? The answer is the same 


91) Schmid-Hauck, Dogmengesch., p. 74: "From the beginning the belief that 
Christ is both God and man was a component of the church's common conviction, 
namely that his true Godhead and his true humanity were considered equally 
necessary for the completion of the work of redemption. Both the true Godhead and 
true humanity are expressed in the second article of the Apostolic and Nicene Creeds 
through the predicates attached to Christ. The Chalcedonense, with particular 
reference to the previous disputes, confesses Christ as TéAgtov tov avtov év YeotNTL 
Kal yopic Tov avtov év &v8pwandtntt, Gedv GANDaS Kai dv8pamov TEAELOV'WS TOV 
AVTOV EK YOYNS AOyIKN|S Ka G@pLATOc, OLoobotov TO TATpPI KATE THV GEdtNTA, Kat 
OLOOVOLOV TOV ALTOV Hiv KAT THY GVGpOTOTHTA, KATE TAVTA SpOLOV Hpiv Hutv 
yopic apaptiac. [“perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood, truly God and tndy 
man, of a reasonable soul and body, consubstantial with Iis Father as touching His 
Godhead and consubstantial with us as to His manhood, in all things like unto us. 
without sin.”] The Athanasian Creed states: Est ergo fides recta, ut credamus et 
confiteamur, quod Dominus noster Iesus Christus Dei Filius, Deus et homo est: Deus 
ex substantia Patris ante saecula genitus, et homo ex substantia matris in saeculo 
natus; perfectus Deus, perfectus homo ex anima rationali et humana carne 
subsistens. [Google] Luther in the explanation to the second article: "I believe that 
Jesus Christ, true God, begotten of the Father from eternity, and also true Man, born 
of the Virgin Mary, is my Lord, who has redeemed me, a lost and condemned 
creature," etc. 

92) Quenstedt: Distinguendum inter duoovoiay, quatenus notat unitatem 
essentiae tantum secundum speciem, et hoc sensu Christus secundum humanam 
naturam nobis est ouoovotoc, - et oumoovoiay, quatenus notat unitatem essentiae 
secundum numerum, et hoc sensu secundum divinam naturam Patri est 6oobo10¢, 
nobis vero secundum humanam naturam non est ofoobotoc. [Google] (Syst. I, 178.) 
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as Dietrich's, with insignificant differences in wording: "He had to be a man 
so that he could suffer and die; but because no mere man could bear the sin 
of the human race together with the wrath of God and curse of the law, nor 
do enough for the infinite divine justice, nor overcome death, devil and hell, 
he also had to be true God at the same time. 75) That this answer is not a 
"dogmatic construction", not a too "juridical" human conception etc., but 
only reflects the doctrine of Scripture, was already apparent to us from the 
fact that Scripture bases salvation both on the true Godhead and on the true 
humanity of Christ °” and explicitly denies the possibility of salvation by a 
mere human being. *°’ More details about this can be found in the teaching 
on the communication of the attributes and the work of Christ. Let us recall 
here in advance a word of Luther: "We Christians must know this: Where 
God is not in the balance and gives weight, we sink with our scale. This is 
what I mean: Where it should not be said that God died for us, but only a 
man, then we are lost. But if God's death and God died in the scale of the 
balance, then he (Christ) sinks, and we (we human beings) go up as a light, 
empty scale. But he can also go up again or jump out of his bowl. But he 
could not sit in the bowl, he would have to become a man like us." © 
Whoever denies the necessity of a satisfactio vicaria is basically indifferent 
to both the true divinity and the true humanity of Christ. 

The Son of Man. “ The term "Son of Man" (6 v16c tov GvSpanov) has 
generated a large amount of literature, and the "theological studies" on it 
have produced very different results. This should not have been the case, 
since it is precisely through this expression that we have an explicit 
statement by Christ himself, 


93) Kleiner Katechismus. St. Louis, Mo. 1904, p. 133. Institutiones Catecheticae 
ed. Dieckhoff, Berolini 1864, p. 289. Gerhard, L. de pers, § 41. Synodical Catechism 
(St. L. 1906, S. 81 f.): “Why was it necessary that our Redeemer should be true man? 
That He might be capable of fulfilling the Law, of suffering and dying, as all men’s 
Substitute, Hebr. 2:14. Why was it necessary that He should be true God? That He 
might be sufficient to appease the wrath of God and to overcome sin, death, and the 
devil.” 

94) Gal. 4:4-5; Rom. 5:10; 1 Joh. 1:7; 3:8; Genesis 3:15; Luke 9:56. 

95) Ps. 49:8-9; Rom. 8:3-4. 96) St. L. XVI, 2231. [Trigl. 1029, 34] 
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Matt. 16:13-17. At this point Christ, as already mentioned above, holds a 
catechesis with His disciples about the term 6 vidc tov Gv8pamov and, 
rejecting the wrong terms (John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah or one of the 
Prophets), states the right term to be vidg tov av$pamov is vidc tov Seov Tov 
Cavtoc [“the Son of the living God”’] (v. 16). The Son of Man is thus the 
wonderful offspring of the human race, in which the Son of God became 
man. The predicates which Scripture otherwise assigns to the Son of Man as 
a subject lead to the same concept. We find, in fact, that Scripture speaks of 
the Son of Man as a subject in the whole range of human predicates on the 
one hand, and in the whole range of divine predicates on the other. The Son 
of Man is poor,”” eats and drinks,”® is reviled, suffers and dies. ??) On the 
other hand, the Son of Man sees the thoughts of the heart,! forgives the 
sins,'°” is the.Lord of the Sabbath, ' sits at the right hand of God as ruler of 
the universe, !°) comes again in divine glory to judge the living and the dead. 
104) According to this, the Son of Man is neither the "ideal man", nor "the 
flower of mankind", nor a similar mere man, but the unique, wonderful man 
in whom the Son of God appeared in the flesh to destroy the works of the 
devil. !°) Expression and cause are already given in the Old Testament. !°° 

Peculiarities of Christ's Human Nature. “ In spite of the equality of 
nature with men, Christ's human nature has its peculiarities, to which 
Scripture very emphatically points. 

1. The emergence of the human nature of Christ through the action of 
the Holy Spirit. * While all men since Adam and Eve receive their human 
nature by natural descent from a pair of parents, father and mother, 


97) Matt. 8:20.98) Matt. 11:19. 

99) Matt. 17:12, 22-23; 20:18-19. 

100) Matt. 9:2-4. 101) Matt. 9:6. 102) Matt. 12:8. 

103) Matt. 26:63-64; Dan. 7:13-14. 

104) Matt. 25:31 ff. 105) 1 Joh. 3:8. 

106) Dan. 7:13-14. Gerhard: Christus dicitur Filius hommis 1. propter 
propheticam denominationem, Dan. 7:13. Ut ex Daniele sumta fuit usitata tunc 
appellatio Messiae, ita ex eodem propheta vulgari consuetudine Messias dictus fuit 
Filius hominis, ille scilicet, quem Daniel in visione prophetica describit. (De pers., § 
80.) 
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Christ does not descend from a pair of parents, namely not from Joseph and 
Mary, but only from Mary, and Mary the Virgin. Sacred Scripture explicitly 
ascribes to the Holy Spirit the effect according to which Mary, the Virgin, 
received the Son of God according to human nature, Matthew 1:18: evpéan 
(Mary) ev yaotpt syovoa Ek TvEedLATOS cy1OV; Vv. 20: 76 Ev AUTH yevvniEV Ek 
TvEebpatds éottv aytov. While the ex in v. 16, namely in the words: ¢€ 1c 
(Mapiac) éyevetd éyevetO Inootc, denotes the materia, in the words ex 
Tvevpatoc &yiov denotes the cansa efficiens. !°” According to this, the Holy 
Spirit miraculously acted on the Virgin Mary in such a way that she, the 
Virgin, became the Mother of the Son of God according to human nature. 
Conceptio miraculosa. Luke 1:35 describes the miraculous process like this: 
IIvebpa aylov émeAevostat ext Exi GE KOL VYNOTOV ETLOKIhOE1 SUVALLIC. 
Therefore Christ is called Gen. 3:15 ay71-[HEBREW], you, the wife, seed, 
and of Mary it is called Isaiah 7:14: 499 74993 [HEBREW], and in the 
quotation in the New Testament, Matt. 1:23: n_aapS€évoc ev yaotpt Eéét. 
From the very beginning (contrary to the Ebionites) the Christian church has 
believed and confessed the conception of the Holy Spirit and the birth from 
Mary, the Virgin. Apostle’s Creed: Conceptus est de Spiritu Sancto, natus ex 
Maria virgine. [He was conceived of the Holy Spirit, born of the virgin 
Mary”] !°) Christianity holds fast to this confession even in the face of 
modern opposition (Harnack, Crapsey etc.). If, on the other hand, one 
invokes the "laws of nature", the answer to this is Luke 1:34-37 once and for 
all: odk GdvvaTHOE1 Tapa TOD O<od aav Pra, with which 


107) Meyer to Matt. 1:18: "Here mvebdua dytov is the working of the human 
existence of Christ, through whose activity, which only occurred in this unique case, 
the creation of the embryo in the womb of Mary is causally produced in contrast to 
human production, so that this is excluded. Also the locked position in V. 20: ex 
MVEVDLATOs EoTLV tylov sets the tone on avEvdLATOG in contrast to a natural-human 
origin. Gerhard: Cum dicimus de Maria, est de materiale; cum dicimus de Spiritu 
Sancto, est de potentiale. [When we say ‘of Mary,’ the ‘of’ denotes the substance; 
when we say ‘of the Holy Ghost,’ the ‘of denotes the operative power] (De pers., § 
107.) 

108) Nicene Creed: Incarnatus est de Spiritu Sancto ex Maria virgine. In 
Chalcedonense: ex Mapiac tio nopSévov. (Mansi VII, 116.) The same applies to the 
earliest writings from the post-apostolic period; cf. Schmid-Hauck, Dogmengesch., 
pp. 14 ff. Leo (Serm. 2. de nativ. Salv.): Origo in Salvatore nostro dissimilis, sed 
natura consimilis. Si veritatem quaeris humanae naturae, cognosce materiam. Si 
rationem scrutaris originis, virtutem confidere divinam. [Google] (In Gerhard, 1. c., § 
90.) 
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every Christian is actually content, as Mary (v. 38) was, and every 
reasonable person who believes an almighty God and has correct concepts of 
"natural laws" should be content. !°” 

2. The sinlessness of Christ's human nature “ (Gvapaptnoia). While all 
human beings have been sinners since Adam's fall, ovk é'ottv dikatos ov 6& 
gic, Rom. 3:10; mavtec Huaptov, Rom. 3:23, Christ is without sin according 
to his human nature: apwaptiav ovK émoinoev ovdé evpé9y SdA0c SdA0¢ EV TO 
otopatt avtov, | Petr. 2:22. The fact of sinlessness is clearly taught in the 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments: Isaiah 53:9: 7Q772 X87) nivy o”n-N? 
rap [HEBREW]; Dan. 9:24: 722772 wij? [HEBREW]; Luke 1:35 to aytov; 
Joh. 8:46: Tic s& vpwv eréyyet pe mepi apaptiac; 2 Cor. 5:21: 6 wn yvove 
apaptiav; 1 Petr. 1:19: apvdc apopos Kat GomtAoc; | Petr. 2:22: apaptiav 
ov émoinosv KtA.; Hebr. 7:26: 60106, akKaKOG, ALiAVTOG, KEYMPLOLLEVOS Ad 
TOV OLAapToAdV; Hebr. 4:15: mEetEipacnévov dé Kate mavta Ka8’ OLoOLOTHTA 
YOPic Apaptios. 

But Scripture teaches not only the fact, but also the necessity of Christ's 
sinlessness for the orientation of the work of redemption. Hebr. 7:26-27: 
TOLOVTOG Tliv EmpEemEv EMPETEV APYLEPEVG SOLOG, aKaKos KTA. The redemption 
that happened through Christ is based on this, 1 Petr. 1:19: €Av8p@tnte . . . 
aiLwatt > &LUVOV GLOLOV Kai GomtAov Xpiotov. When Christ confesses sin 
and guilt (Ps. 69:6 '!® and feels it in his conscience (Matt. 27:46; 26:37-38), 
this is not his own sin but the sin of the world ascribed to him (peccatum 
imputatum), as Scripture again expressly declares, Isaiah 53:6: "The Lord 
threw all our sins upon Him", and 2 Cor. 5:21: tov tn yvovta Guaptiav bmép 


109) Baier to Luke 1:34 ff: Maria angelum, conceptionis Messiae in se virgine 
Jamjam futurae nuncium interrogat: quomodo erit istud? agnoscens, naturaliter 
impossibile esse hoc, ut ipsa, virum non cognoscens, concipiat tamen et pariat; 
angelus autem Mariae in eo consentit et simpliciter ad Dei omnipotentiam 
respiciendum esse docet. [Google] (Comp. Il, 29.) As far as the "laws of nature" are 
concerned, God is not bound to them, but the laws of nature find themselves bound to 
God, because the laws of nature find nothing else but God's activity in and through 
creatures. Cf. Gen. 1:11-12; Ps. 104:13-14. 

110) Against the relationship of Ps. 69:6 (""God, you know my folly, and my 
debts are not hidden from you") to Christ, one can only have objections as long as 
one does not get serious about the scriptural concept of substitution. The details at the 
Doctrine of Christ's Work. [p. 388] 
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NUOV Apnwaptiav émoinosv. The cause of sinlessness is not the preservation of 
a massa sancta in Israel," nor is it an evolution from the unholy to the 
holy, as if by means of natural or spiritual striving a sinless individual of the 
human race had gradually and finally developed from sinful ancestors, !'”) 
nor the sinlessness (immaculata conceptio) of Mary, which Pius IX decreed 
on December 8, 1854, but the fact that Mary ex mvebpatoc ayiov became the 
mother of Christ according to human nature, Luke 1:35: "The Holy Spirit 
will come upon you" etc.; 616 Kai To YEevvM@pEévoV GyLOV KANSHoOETAL VLOG 
Seob. Of course, sin does not belong to the nature of human nature. Luther: 
Sunt peccatum et mors mala separabilia [Sin and death are separable evils]. 
‘13) But the separation of sin from human nature is not a thousandth part of 
the power of man, but is merely a work of the grace and omnipotence of 
God. Thus also the separation of the holy human nature of Christ from the 
sinful human nature of the Virgin Mary is a work of God the Holy Spirit. 
Luther carries this out powerfully. He rejects the human idea of the 
procreation of a massa sancta in Israel. All ancestors of Christ, including the 
Virgin Mary, belonged to the sanguis corruptus [corrupt blood]. It was only 
at the moment of conception that the Holy Spirit separated a sacred human 
nature ex sanguis corrupto. At the same time, Luther points out the 
consolation that lies in the fact that Christ assumsit carnem sive naturam 
humanam ex carne contaminata et horribiliter polluta for frightened sinners, 
and that among Christ's human ancestors, Scripture also mentions those who 
stained themselves with gross sins. ''4) — On the discussion of sinlessness 


111) Scholastics etc. 

112) Even Olshausen, although he sticks to the ex mvebpatoc aytov, says: "The 
virgin, who was chosen to be the mother of the Messiah, could not suddenly be born 
in the sinful generation; she was, although not without sin, but the purest of that 
generation... Just as in the development of mankind we see individual generations in 
growing sin and wickedness, so we also find tribes in which the noblest germs of life 
are nurtured and cared for from generation to generation." (Kommentar I, 42.) Quite 
different Luther. (See below.) 

113) Opp. ex. TX, 174. 

114) St. L. Il, 1170 ff; Opp. ex. IX, 173 sqq: Respexit Spiritus Sanctus (in dem 
Bericht iiber die Siinde Judas, 1 Mos. 38) ad Messiam et nativitatem Filii Dei, quae 
est principalior causa. Nam hunc lapsum oportuit fieri 
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Christ's two questions still remained unanswered: 1) Was Christ also free 
from hereditary guilt according to his human nature? 2 Was Christ, 
according to his human nature, also taken from the possibility of sin? It has 
been found difficult to clarify how Christ, if he was a true man, remained 
free from hereditary guilt (reatus peccati Adamitici), which according to 
Rom. 5:12 ff. burdens all men: 61 evéc napantmHpatos sic Aavtac av'SpamtovG 
lg KATOKPILA . . . SU THS AAPAKoOr|s TOV TOV EVO AVEPATOV ALAPTMAOL 
KATEOTASN OAV OL TOAAOI TOAAOI, V. 18. 19. First of all it must be said: Even 
if we could not clarify the how, the fact that Christ was also free from 
hereditary guilt for his person is clearly testified in Scripture. It is 


in illa ipsa linea, in qua nasciturus erat Filius Dei. Summus patriarcha Iuda, pater 
Christi, hunc infandum incestum commisit, ut nasceretur Christus de carne 
excellenter peccaiite et turpissimo peccato contaminata. Nam ex scorto incestuoso, 
nuru sua, generat geminos, unde postea ducitur linea Salvatoris.[Google] This is 
what Christ must become in sua carne peccator, as shameful as he can ever become. 
Caro Christi oritur ex incestuoso concubitu, similiter et caro Virginis, matris eius, et 
totius posteritatis Iudae, ideo, ut significaretur ineffabile illud consilium 
misericordiae Dei, quod assumsit carnem sive naturam humanam ex carne 
contaminata et horribiliter polluta. Disputant enim doctores scholastici, utrum natus 
sit ex carne peccatrice, an munda, an servaverit Deus a condito mundo aliquam 
puram guttulam carnis, ex qua Christus nasceretur. Respondeo, ergo, Christum vere 
natum esse ex vera et naturali carne et sanguine humano, qui corruptus fuit originali 
peccato ‘in Adam, sed sic, ut posset sanari. Sicut nos credimus et speramus, qui 
sumus circumdati carne peccati, futurum, ut in die redemptionis nostrae ea purgetur 
et separetur ab omnibus infirmitatibus, morte et ignominia. Sunt enim peccatum et 
mors mala separabilia. Itaque cum ventum fuit ad virginem vel guttam illam 
sanguinis virginalis, impletum est, quod dixit angelus: ,, Spiritus Sanctus veniet super 
te et obumbrabit tibi.” [Google] Non quidem natus est Messias virtute carnis et 
sanguinis, sicut Ioh. 1, 13 dicitur: ,, Non ex sanguinibus, neque ex voluntate viri“ etc., 
sed tamen ex massa carnis et ex isto sanguine corrupto voluit nasci. In illo autem 
puncto conceptionis virginalis Spiritus Sanctus purgavit et sanctificavit massam 
peccati, et extersit venenum Diaboli et mortis, quod est peccatum. Etsi mansit mors in 
ea carne propter nos, tamen fermentum peccati expurga tum est, et facta est 
purissima caro per Spiritum Sanctum purificata, et imita cum divina natura in una 
persona. Est igitur vere natura humana non alia quam in nobis. Et Christus est filfus 
Adae et de semine et carne eius, sed, ut dictum est, Spiritu Sancto obumbrante, 
operante et purgante, ut apta esset ad hanc conceptionem innocentissimam, et 
mundam ac sanctam nativitatem, qua nos purgaremur et liberaremur a peccato. 


[Google] 
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already contained in the scriptural statements that explicitly remove Christ 
from the number of sinners, Hebr. 7:26: key@plopévoc O20 TOV ALAPTOABV. 
But also just Rom. 5:18-19, where Adam is presented by his fall 
(mapdantwmpa) as the author of the judgment of condemnation passed on all 
human beings (katé«pyia), Christ does not appear to be burdened with this 
guilt and with this judgment of condemnation, but on the contrary as the 
author of the general judgment of justification passed on all human beings. 
But the fact that Christ did not naturally descend from Adam, but was 
received through supernatural, divine intervention, namely through the 
action of the Holy Spirit, throws some light on how Christ the man is free 
from the hereditary guilt. Above all, however, it must be pointed out that the 
human nature of Christ never existed as a person in its own right, but 
belonged to the person of the Son of God from the very first moment of 
existence. But the person of the Son of God is above Law and guilt, Matt. 
12:8: Kbptdc EoT1 Ka TOV 6 TOV Vidc Tov av9pamov [“The Son of Man is Lord 
even of the Sabbath day”].'!) Also the possibility of the sin of Christ is to 
be decidedly denied. Not because of the sinlessness of Christ's human nature 
per se, for Adam, although he was created sinless, fell "in" temptation, but 
because Christ's human nature did not exist for itself, as a person in its own 
right, but formed a person with the Son of God. If we wanted to admit the 
possibility of sinning for the human being Christ, we would also have to 
admit the possibility of sinning for the Son of God, with whom the human 
being Christ formed a person. Those who accept the possibility of sinning in 
the man Christ give away eo ipso, consciously or unconsciously, the 
incarnation of the Son of God, the unio personalis of God and man. 


116) 


115) Kromayer sums up Christ's freedom from hereditary corruption and from 
hereditary guilt in this way: Massam illam sanguinis Mariae, ex qua Adyog sibi 
templum constructurus erat, Spiritus Sanctus ab omni peccati labe ac tabe purgavit. 
Nec reatus peccati Adamitici Christum involvere potuit, quia non fuit in lumbis 
Adami ex sequela naturae, sed ex promissione, non ut widdv3pornos, sed ut 
JeavSparoc et per consequens dominus legis, quem nulla lex obligare potuit. (Theol. 
pos.-pol., pars altera, p. 165.) 

116) Philippi says correctly: "If we wanted to put the possibility of sin in Christ, 
we would, in a very abstract way, consider him only as a human being, and the God- 
man would be lost to us; for if we thought that this possibility had become reality, the 
bond would be more personal 
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They replace the unio personalis with a unio mystica. It has been objected 
that when it is impossible to sin, the temptation of Christ is reduced to a 
mere appearance. Only, Matt. 4:1 ff. does not describe a sham fight, but a 
real fight. Then, even under purely human conditions, the objection does not 
hold water. In a fight the victory of one part can be certain, without the fight 
for the victor sinking into a mere mock fight. Thus also the temptation of 
Christ, although the outcome was not doubtful, was a real fight, in which the 
devil not only apparently but really penetrated Christ's soul with temptation 
and irritation, and Christ not only apparently but really fought, namely by 
faithful seizure and handling of the Word of God (yéypaztat) did not let the 
temptation and irritation that approached him from outside !!”) gain a hold on 
his own soul. Against the assertion that the concept of "freedom" always 
includes the possibility of sin, it must be said that this establishes a mistaken 
concept of freedom. The saved in heaven cannot sin. Yet they are not unfree, 
but in the state of perfect freedom. If the Arminian Episcopius observed Nisi 
Juisset in Christo potentia peccandi, diabolus foret absurdissimus [If it had 
not been in Christ the power to sin, the devil would be most absurd], then it 
can be said that (1) someone can run into a rock in senseless rage, and that 
(2) the futile running against Christ in the desert is not the only proof of the 
devil's folly. '!®) We therefore hold on the basis of Scripture that Christ 
neither sinned nor could sin (Christus sacerdos impeccabilis). — The 
consequences of the sinlessness of Christ. A direct consequence of the 
sinlessness of Christ's human nature is its immortality, because according to 
Scripture death is merely a consequence of sin. '!?) Christ died because he 
wanted to die. Joh. 10:18: “No man taketh it (my life) from me, but I lay it 
down 


unity between the son of God and the man of Jesus. The potuit non peccare applies to 
the first Adam, the non potuit peccare to the second Adam, because the second man 
is the Lord from heaven, 1 Cor. 15:47 (Glaubenslehre IV, 1, p. 150 f.) 

117) Against Irving, Menken etc. 

118) Cf. Luther, St. Z. Il, 659 f. H. E. G. Paulus (Kommentar I, 353) and Meyer 
(Das Evangelium des Matthdus, 6th ed., p. 123) argue with the wisdom of the devil 
against the historicity of the temptation report. 

119) 1 Moses 2:17; 3:17-19; Romans 5:12; 6:23. 
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of myself”, namely as the redemption of men for the payment of their, men's, 
sin.. 1 Cor. 15:3: Xpiotdc anéOavev drép TOV aunaptidv Hudv. '2 The dying 
of him who was immortal for his person is the ransom (Avtpov, Matt. 20:28; 
avtiAvtpov, | Tim. 2:6), with which all mortals are bought with life. — As a 
result of the personal sinlessness (&vayaptynoia inhaesiva) the human nature 
of Christ undoubtedly also received greater natural gifts, e.g. greater natural 
wisdom, Luke 2:52, because the disturbing and destructive effect of sin was 
not in him. The glorious natural gifts in an unfathomable human nature are 
preserved in Adam before the Fall. !?!’ Luther rightly observes that only the 
first man before the Fall deserves the name of a philosopher in truth. '7?? — 
There has been much speculation about the outward appearance of Christ. 
One has given Christ partly an exceptional physical beauty based on Ps. 45:2 
("Thou art fairer than the children of men"), partly an exceptional physical 
ugliness based on Isaiah 53:2 ("He hath no form nor comeliness"). But no 
passage says what was been found in it. Ps. 45:3 describes Christ in his 
Redeemer beauty (Luther: grace beauty), Isaiah 53:2 in his suffering form. 
The Gospels tell us of the bondage of Christ's words,'”) but no special 
beauty of the outer form. There is no doubt that Christ, as the sinless one, 
would have been of extraordinary physical beauty, since all deformity is the 
consequence of sin, if he had not entered the state of humiliation, and thus of 
the consequences of the sins of men. The state of humiliation meant that he 
could enjoy the use of both his divine glory and the privileges of his 


120) Quenstedt (II, 113): Mortuus ergo Christus est non aliqua necessitate, sed 
libera voluntate, seu, quia natura immortalis erat, voluntate se mortalem constituit, 
Toh. 10, 17. 18... . Mortale corpus Christi fuit ab extrinseco et secundum 
voluntariam o1xovoyiay, ita tamen, ut in libere suscepta morte incorruptibile fuerit. 
[Google] 

121) Genesis 2:19-20, 23. 

122) Opp. ex. I, 83: Quis potest cogitare istam quasi portionem divinae naturae, 
quod Adam et Heva omnes omnium animalium affectus, sensus et vires omnes 
intellexerunt ?... Si igitur volumus praedicare insignem philosophum, praedicemus 
primos nostros parentes, cum adhuc essent a peccato puri. [“Who can think of this as 
a portion of the divine nature, that Adam and Eve understood all the feelings, senses, 
and powers of all animals? . .. Therefore, if we wish to preach a remarkable 
philosopher, let us preach our first parents, since they were still pure from sin..”] 

123) Luke 7:22: o1 Adyot THs YaPITOS. 
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sinless human nature. In this state the outward appearance of Christ was like 
that of other people, as Scripture explicitly reports Phil. 2:7-8: €v Ouo1mpatt 
aVvOpOnOV yEVvOLLEVOS Kai OYHLATL EvpEDEic Wc KvOpamoc, and even more 
clearly Rom. 8:3: év Opotmpatt capKdc &Laptias [“in the likeness of sinful 
flesh”’]. Christ was without sin for his person, but his outward appearance 
was not that of man before the Fall, but that of man after the Fall. Kromayer: 
Verba textus (Rom. 8:3) habent, quod missus fuerit in similitudine carnis 
peccatricis, propter infirmitates scilicet assumtas, quae fluunt in nobis ex 
peccato, a Christo autem, qui segregatus fuit a peccatoribus, libere kat' 
oiovoiay (for the orientation of the work of redemption) fuerunt assumtae. 
Similitudo itaque non ad ipsam carnem, sed ad hoc accidens, quod propter 
assumtas infirmitates peccatrix visa fuerit [Google]. '°* It was discussed 
what quantity and what kind of human weaknesses and infirmities Christ had 
assumed. It must of course be noted that Christ, with all the sins, has also 
taken upon himself and removed all the punishments of sins. That is why we 
also read Matt. 8:17 with reference to bodily sufferings that Christ healed: 
Adbtis tic do0eveiac HLdv &aBEv Kai tis vVooouc &Baotacsv. '2> To avoid 
the wording of this passage, it has been objected that Christ then had to take 
upon himself extensively all infirmities and all diseases that exist among 
men for our redemption. That does not follow. 

Just as Christ, in a temporally limited suffering, took upon himself the 
eternal torments of hell due to men, because the temporally limited suffering 
of the Son of God had infinite value,!*® so also in the infirmities, limited in 
number and nature, 


124) Theol. posit.-pol.1696, I, 68 sq. 

125) The passage Isaiah 53:4, which is quoted in Matt. 8:17, understands the 
carrying of the guilt and the consequences of sin, which is why it is also used in the 
New Testament in this double relationship: from carrying the guilt 1 Petr. 2:24, from 
carrying the consequences of sin Matt. 8:17. Meyer understands Isaiah 53:4 is only 
guilty of bearing the sins and therefore says that the passage Matt. 8:17 is not quoted 
"in the historical sense of the basic text". The discussion of the relationship of Matt. 
8:17 to Isaiah 53:4 has caused a whole literature to roar among the older exegetes, 
which is quoted by Kécher, Analecta in 4 evangelia, p. 188 sq. 

126) Dorscheus: Adjunctum temporis, quod apud homines aeternum fuisset, ipsa 
majestate et excellentia personae compensatum est. (Synopsis theol. Zach., P. I, c. 8, 
§ 168.) 
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which we actually perceive in his person, Christ bore all the infirmities and 
diseases of men. We cannot determine what quantity and what kinds of 
weaknesses were necessary to create a fully valid ransom (Aitpov) according 
to God's account, but we must take them from the statements of Scripture. 
The old teachers have roughly hit the right note when they say that in Christ 
we perceive the weaknesses that are common to all people after the Fall 
(infirmitates communes), such as hunger, thirst, tiredness, crying, etc., but 
not personal infirmities and defects (infirmitates personales), such as 
blindness and individual illnesses. !7” 

3. The impersonality of Christ's human nature * (avvtiootaoia sive 
evvmootacid). A peculiarity of the human nature of Christ is that it does not 
form a person in its own right. Otherwise, every human nature also forms a 
separate person in its own right. But the human nature of Christ was from the 
very first moment of its existence received into the person of the Son of God 
and thus has not existed for a moment as a person in its own right. This 
results from the way in which the Son of God became man (modus 
incarnationis). Scripture teaches not only in general terms the fact of the 
Incarnation, 6 Adyos otp& éyéveto!® by accepting the flesh and blood of the 
children of men, petéoye tov avteav, scil. capKdcs kai Kai aipatoc,!?” but 
also reports the special circumstance that the Son of God, through 
conception and birth of 


127) Hollaz: Christus assumpsit infirmitates naturales omnibus hominibus in 
statu naturali constitutis communes, non autem personales e causis particularibus 
provenientes, multo minus moraliter vitiosos defectus adscivit. Infirmitates hominum 
naturales communes sunt, quae omnibus hominibus post lapsum insunt, v. gr. esurire, 
sitire, defatigari, algere, aestuare, dolere, indignari, turbari, lacrymari: quas cum 
sint inculpabiles, Christus, teste sacra Scriptura, assumpsit non coacte, sed libere, 
non propter se, sed propter nos, rion in perpetuum, sed ad tempus, scilicet in statu 
exinanitionis, non autem retinuit easdem in statu exaltationis. Infirmitates personales 
sunt, quae a causis particularibus proficiscuntur, et vel a vitio dvvauems mAaotiKHs, 
sive virtutis efformativae in generante, ut phthisis, arthritis etc., vel a culpa 
particulari, nimirum ab ingurgitatione nimia, venere, aut aliis excessibus, ut febris, 
podagra, hydrops etc. vel a peculiari nemesi aut judicio divino, ut morbi familiae 
Toabi, 2 Sam. 3:29 etc., ortum trahunt, a sanctissima Christi humanitate longissime 
absunt, quippe quas assumi nec generi humano expediebat et dignitati naturae 
derogasset. [Google] (Exam., P. IIT, s. 1, c. 3, qu. 11.) 

128) Joh. 1:14. 129) Hebr. 2:14. 
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a woman, yevopevoc sk ywvatkdc,!*” that is, when a little child in its mother's 
womb became a human being. Not only the man |?" and the boy '*” and the 
child in the manger,'*”) but already the child in his mother's womb is 6 
Kuptoc God the Lord,'*” because already received into the Person of the Son 
of God. !*°) In this situation, the human nature of Christ is different from all 
other human natures, negatively expressed, the anhypostasis (Gvvaootacia), 
positively expressed, the enhanypostasis (evvtootaoia). Dorner observes 
that the doctrine of the impersonality of Christ's human nature has been quite 
generally abandoned in recent dogmatics,'*© in the interest of Christ's 
humanity. One finds it difficult to imagine how God and man can form one 
person without neglecting human nature and its development. In this way, 
Christ's human nature is allowed to form one person in its own right, thus 
saving his humanity and making room for "authentic human development". 
One can only call this way of eliminating the present difficulty naive. It must 
be admitted, however, that one gains a "truly human" Christ by allowing the 
human nature of Christ to form one person of its own. But that is when 
everything ends, that is, when the incarnation of the Son of God is 
abandoned. Surely there can be no talk of an incarnation of the Son of God 
as long as the man Christ still forms his own person, that is, as long as he is 
still personally separated from the Son of God. 

No amount of A con change this state of affairs, not even the assurance 
that God became active in the man Christ in a completely unique way, that 
the man Christ, because the obstacle of sin was not present in him, brought 
the will 

No expenditure of rhetoric can change this situation, not even the assurance 
that God has become active in the man Christ in a quite unique way, that the 
man Christ, because the obstacle of sin was not present in him, could not 
make the will of the Son of God more effective. 


130) Gal. 4:4; Luke 1:35. 131) Matt. 16:13-17; 26:63 f. 

132) Luke 2:49, 133) Luke 2:11. 

134) Luke 1:43: Elizabeth, full of the Holy Spirit, speaks: 169ev j1o1 tovto, tva 
edt; 7 LNTHP Tov Kupiov Kupiov pov mpdc ps; 

135) A. C., Art. 3 [Zrigl. 44, Art. 3, 1]: Docent, quod Filius Dei assumserit 
humanam naturam in utero beatae Mariae virginis F. C., epit., 546, 15 [FC 8, 15; 
Trigl. 821, 15]: Homo ille in Deum assumtus fuit, quam primum in utero matris a 
Spiritu Sancto est conceptus ejusque humanitas jam tum cum Filio Dei altissimi 
personaliter fuit unita. 

136) History of Prot. Theol., p. 875. 
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of God to expression in a completely perfect way, etc. According to 
Scripture, the incarnation of God does not consist in the fact that God has 
worked uniquely in a human person existing in himself, has fully expressed 
his divine will etc., but in the fact that the person of the Son of God—the 
Son of God in the difference between the Father and the Holy Spirit has 
excluded a human nature into his person, Hebr. 2:14: é2é't ovv Té ma1dia 
KEKOLVOVIKE OUPKOG KA1 AiLAtOs, Ka AVTOs (the Son of God) mapamAnoias 
HETEGYE TOV AVLTOV, scil. BaPKOs Ka aipatoc. The anhypostasis, or rather the 
enhancements of the human nature of Christ, is thus part of the nature of the 
incarnation of the Son of God. !%” As long as one allows the man Christ to 
form his own person, one teaches eo ipso that the Son of God did not 
become man, but is still woapkoc, that the Son of God did not come into the 
flesh, but remained outside the flesh, that the Son of God was not born of 
woman, but that Mary gave birth to a mere man (nudum et merum hominem). 
Thus, with reference to the Son of God, one denies all the relevant scriptural 
statements: 0 Adyoc o&pé éyéveto Joh. 1:14; ev oapk'i nAgev, | Joh. 4:2-3; 
YEVOLLEVOG EK yovatkdc, Gal. 4:4; LETéoys GapKds Kat aipatos [“took part of 
flesh and blood”), Hebr. 2:14. With the assumption that the human nature of 
Christ had formed a person of its own, especially also with the reason that 
this was necessary for the protection of the humanity of Christ, one has 
completely entered into the realm of unity. Unitarians have always 
maintained that the formation of one's own personality is part of the essence 
of human nature. They present us with the choice of either attributing a 
personality of our own to the human nature of Christ or denying the true 
humanity of Christ. They will be quite eloquent here. They ask whether there 
has ever been a human nature since the beginning of the world that did not 
also form a personality of its own. '*8) To which 


137) Gerhard: Formal unionis consistit in eo, quod vadotaoic tov Aoyov sit facta 
carnis vioataoic. [The formal union consists in the fact that vadotaotc tov Adyov is 
made flesh vadataotc.] (J. c., § 115.) The human nature of Christ is therefore to be 
stated: Neque est avivadotatos kat Idtoobotatoc, propriam habens subsistentiam, 
neque avvnootatoc, prorsus nullam habens subsistentiam; utique ergo est 
AVUTOOTATOS, EV avt@ To Adyw subsistens. [Google] (/. c., § 121.) 

138) The Socinian Schmalz: Hominem eum appellari, qui idem non sit persona 
humana, nec ratio nec sacrae literae permittunt . . . waa id hominis dicendum, 
quod persona humana non sit. In omni- 
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we answer: Surely, from the beginning of the world, all human natures have 
formed their own persons. Quot naturae humanae, tot personae humanae. 
[As many as there were human natures, so many human persons”] But we 
must not forget that in none of the millions of human natures that have 
existed from the beginning has the Son of God become man. This has 
happened only in the one human nature of Christ. Thus, if the incarnation of 
the Son of God in this nature is accepted as a fact in response to the witness 
of Scripture, it is quite natural that the human nature of Christ does not exist 
in itself, but reached its personality in that of the Son of God. According to 
Scripture, the human nature of Christ is the body of the Son of God, Col. 2:9: 
EV QUT KATOLKEL TAV TO TANPOLG TIS OEsdtNTOs oOMPATIKHs. But the body 
does not form a person in its own right. That is why the Athanasian Creed 
says, looking at the image used in Col. 2:9: “For as the reasonable soul and 
flesh is one man, so God and man is one Christ.” The concern that through 
the enhancement of the humanity of Christ [enhypostasia], the humanity of 
Christ is neglected, becomes incomplete, descends to an apparent existence, 
does not leave room for a truly human development, etc. is quite 
unnecessary. The highest authority that exists relieves us of this concern. We 
have in the Scriptures God's Word for the fact that the human nature of 
Christ has not been at all diminished in its human nature by the incorporation 
into the person of the Son of God, because Scripture describes Christ as a 
true God, as well as consistently as a true, perfect human being, as has been 
stated in the section on "The True Humanity of Christ" [p. 67]. In particular, 
as regards the "truly human development" of Christ, Scripture tells us that it 
is mediated by the fact that Christ, in the state of humiliation, did not make 
use of the divine glory given to his human nature by the personal union of 
his human nature, as is to be explained in more detail in the doctrine of the 
state of humiliation. '*°) We therefore remain with the old sentence: In Christ 


bus hominum individuis ab ipso orbis initio hoc verum esse apparuit, in solo Christi 
individuo veritas illa fefellerit? Ergo Christus saltem non erit homo, ut alii homines 
fuerunt, sunt et futuri erunt? Cur igitur toties homo, filius hominis et vir appellatur? 
(“Neither reason nor the Holy Scriptures permit us to call him a man who does not 
constitute a human person. That must be called a monster of a man which is not a 
human person. Since it is clear that this is true of all human individuals from the very 
beginning of the world, would this truth fail in this sole individual, Christ? Would 
thus Christ alone not be a man as other men have been, are, and will be? Why, then, 
is He so often called a human being, the Son of Man, a man?”’] (Examinatio 157 
errorum, p. 5. 38. Gerh., 1. c., § 92.) 

139) F. C. 546, 16 [FC 8, 16; Trigl. 821, 16]: “This majesty He [Christ] always 
had according to the personal union (ratione unionis personalis), and yet He 
abstained from it in the state of His humiliation and on this account (qua de causa) 
truly increased in all wisdom and favor with God and man” 
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there is GAA0 Kat GAA, but not GAdos Kat &Aoc. 4° With this, the early 
church has not just put up a "hypothesis", as it has recently been expressed, 
but with this it wanted to and has held fast to the Incarnation of the Son of 
God. 4? And as far as the Church of the Reformation is concerned, the 
anhypostasy of Christ's human nature is not only taught by dogmatists, as 
has preposterously been claimed to the contrary,!‘”) but is also put forward as 
decisively as possible in the Lutheran Confessions. !** The fact that the 
Lutheran confession is even believed to let Christ form a person of his own 
shows an almost incomprehensible 


140) Gerhard: In ipso (Christo) dAdo Kai addo, quia aliud est essentia sive 
natura divina, aliud essentia sive natura humana; non autem dA)o¢ kai GAdos, quia 
non alius Deus, alius homo, sed unus est Seav3poinos, Deus et homo, ac proinde 
persona una. [Google] (J. c., § 34.) 

141) Athanasian Creed: Necessarium est ad aeternam salutem, ut 
incarnationem, quoque Domini nostri lesu Christi fideliter credat (rope. qui vult 
salvus esse). Est ergo fides recta, ut credamus et confiteamur, quod Dominus noster 
Tesus Christus Dei Eilius, Deus et homo est. .. Qui licet Deus sit et homo, non duo 
tantum, sed unus est Christus. Unus autem, non conversione divinitatis in carnem, 
sed assumtione humanitatis in Deum. Unus omnino, non confusione substantiae, sed 
unitate personae. [Google] 

142) Dorner, Gesch. d. Protest., p. 875; Bretschneider, Systematische 
Entwickelung. etc., 3rd ed., p. 563. 

143) F. C.. 675, 6 [Trig/. 1017, 6]: "We believe, teach, and confess that the Son 
of God, although from eternity He has been a particular, distinct, entire divine person, 
and thus, with the Father and the Holy Ghost, true, essential, perfect God, 
nevertheless, in the fulness of time assumed also human nature into the unity of His 
person, not in such a way that there now are two persons or two Christs, but that 
Christ Jesus is now in one person at the same time true, eternal God, born of the 
Father from eternity, and a true man, born of the most blessed Virgin Mary, as it is 
written Rom. 9:5: Of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed forever. — Also F. C.. 676, 11 [Trigi. 1019, 11]: "We believe, teach, and 
confess also that now, since the incarnation, each nature in Christ does not so subsist 
of itself that each is or constitutes a separate person, but that they are so united that 
they constitute one single person, in which the divine and the assumed human nature 
are and subsist at the same time, so that now, since the incarnation, there belongs to 
the entire person of Christ personally, not only His divine, but also His assumed 
human nature; and that, as without His divinity, so also without His humanity, the 
person of Christ or Filii Dei incarnati (of the incarnate Son of God), that is, of the 
Son of God who has assumed flesh and become man, is not entire. Hence Christ is 
not two distinct persons, but one single Person, notwithstanding that two distinct 
natures are found in Him, unconfused in their natural essence and properties.” 
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lack of understanding for Lutheran and, in general, Christian doctrine. — It 
must also be firmly rejected that the divine and human natures of Christ have 
only gradually grown together into one person. '*#) Rather, the union was 
immediately complete, that is, human nature was drawn to the person of the 
Son of God from the very first moment of its existence. The creation 
(productio) of human nature and its union (unitio) with the Son of God are 
only conceptually divorced, but they coincide in time and in substance. Ana 
adpé, p10 AOyov Adyov acpé,!*>) Hence the expression; Deus assumpsit 
naturam humanam ober humanitatem is more accurate than saying: Deus 
assumpsit hominem, inasmuch as the latter way of speaking can lead to the 
erroneous thought that the human nature of Christ had already existed in its 
own right before its union with the Son of God. '*° Rightly do the ancient 
teachers declare the assumption that the human nature of Christ existed for a 
longer or shorter time by itself to be a Nestorian 


144) Dorner. 

145) Damascenus, De fid. orth. Ill, 2. in addition Gerhard 1. c., § 112. 
Kromayer: Sensus huius aphorismi est, massam illam vel sanguinis guttam, ex quibus 
0 Aoyos templum sibi construxit, ne ad momentum quidem per se substitisse, vel suam 
hypostasin peculiarem habuisse . . ., quod esset ipsissimus Nestorianism, humanam 
naturam vel ad tempus avOvadotatov faciens. Sed potius uno_actu, cum Spiritus 
Sanctus separaret istam massam in utero Mariae virginis, a peccati labe et tabe 
purgaret, defectum seminis virilis suppleret, uno, inquam, actu fuisse a Dei Filio 
assumtum. [Google] (Theol. did.-pol. II, 70.) The one act of productio and unitio is 
also described by the expressions: Incarnation, Jn 1:14; acceptance of human nature, 
Heb 2:14; mission to the world, Gal 4:4; coming from heaven, Jn 6:38; coming into 
the world, Jn 16:28; coming in the flesh, 1 Jn 4:2; appearance in the flesh, 1 Jn 3:8; 1 
Tim 3:16 etc. 

146) Luther, Opp. v. a. IV, 462; St. L. X, 1141: Symbolum (the Te Deum is 
meant) canit: Tu ad liberandum suscepturus hominem, idem saepe facit Augustinus, 
cum regula, ut videtur, dicendum dictet: Tu ad liberandum suscepturus humanitatem 
seu humanam naturam, Luther remarks that even the orthodox have spoken and still 
speak in this way. Cf. Gerhard v. Bellarmin, who accused Brenz of Nestorianism 
because Brenz used the expression: Filius Dei assumpsit filium hominis. (1. c., § 96.) 
Chemnitz (De duabus nat., c. 14, f. 70): Quia persona Verbi non assumpsit personam 
hominis, sed naturam hominis, item, quia natura divina est assumens, humana vero 
natura non est assumens, sed assumpta, inde recte quidem dicitur: Deus factus est 
homo, non autem ita proprie dicitur: homo factus est Deus, Deus assumpsit 
hominem, licet veteres aliquando ita loquantur. [Google] 
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Separation of natures. It has been objected that the personal union of the Son 
of God with an embryo is not possible and not appropriate. But even after 
naturally reasonable judgment, one must admit that this union is not in fact 
more objectionable than that with a child and human nature in general. And, 
what is more, the books are already closed on this question. As has already 
been mentioned earlier, Scripture tells us not only of the adult man, the 
twelve-year-old boy and the child already born, but also of the child in his 
mother's womb, that it is 6 KUptog God the Lord,'*” and so teaches that the 
embryo was already received into the Person of the Son of God. In addition, 
Scripture places the fact that the Son of God also became an embryo and a 
small child, that is to say that he entered into all stages of development of 
human nature, in a causal relationship with our redemption. When the time 
was fulfilled, God sent his Son, not as a man grown up by himself, but 
YEVOLIEVOV EkyVvvalkdc (that is to say as an embryo and a small child), 
YEVOMEVOV VIO VOLOV, Iva TOL vx VOoLLOV_ECayopdowy.[Google] Christ per 
omnes aetatis nostrae gradus venit, ut immundam nostram conceptionem et 
nativitatem radicitus curaret.[Google] '*®) 

Finally, it must be pointed out that to combat the enhanypostasy of the 
human nature of Christ taught in Scripture on so-called scientific grounds is 
quite unscientific. The "scientific" reasons are ultimately reduced to the 
inconceivability of the fact that God and man form one I or one person 
without man being reduced to a sham existence. In this argument, it is tacitly 
presupposed as established truth that facts depend on their conceivability or 
comprehensibility. But the modern fighters against Enhypostasis do not 
seriously want to claim that this is a fixed truth. Admittedly, the facts in the 
field of nature and history, for example, are completely independent of their 
conceivability or comprehensibility. Why then should the fact, testified by 
God in his Word, that God's Son became man and thus God and man form 
one person, be dependent on their conceivability? Accordingly, all those who 
deny the enhypostasy of Christ's human nature with its “inconceivability” 


147) Luke 1:43, 148) Kromayer, Theol. did.-pol. I, 70. 
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are dealing with a completely unscientific inconsistency. '4*) This 
inconsistency occurs at another point. The deniers of the Enhypostasis want 
to teach that the human being Christ formed his own person, but that his 
human person was entirely carried and determined by the indwelling action 
of God. °° But how the human person of Christ was not neglected in this 
all-carrying and determining effect of God is also “inconceivabile”’, 
completely incomprehensible. So, also in this case one assumes as a fact 
what cannot be explained for human thinking. Generally speaking, the 
existence of a responsible human personality in the omnipotence of God (ev 
avtTd CopEev Kai kivobpEda Kai Eopev, Acts 17:28) is an incomprehensible 
mystery. >!) Nevertheless, we hold to the fact of human personality in the 
face of pagan pantheism 


149) In dealing with the mystery of the Incarnation of the Son of God, Luthardt 
expresses the right principle (admittedly without consistently following it himself): 
"Reality does not depend on our thoughts and our possibility of thinking, but our 
thoughts must be determined according to that (reality). It is not our ideas that are 
decisive for things, as the old sophists taught, but these are decisive for those". 
(Christl. Glaubenslehre 1898, p. 350 f.) The "old sophists" unfortunately have many 
followers. All deviations from Christian doctrine are ultimately due to the fact that 
people make their own thoughts the measure of all things and then correct the fact of 
the Word of God. This is the "enthusiasm" that is instilled and poisoned by the old 
dragon in Adam's children, and which leads them continually from God's Word to 
"self-conceit. (Smalcald Art., 321, § 3 ff. [Zrigl., 495, 5]) After man has lost God as 
the center of his life and thought through the Fall, he ridiculously elevates himself 
and his thoughts to the center and measure of things. In our time this evil is 
particularly prevalent in the field of so-called scientific theology. 

150) Seeberg: "The will of God ... created the Man Jesus as once the first man 
his organ — that is the last and deepest sense" (?!) "of the ancient historical tradition 
that Jesus was born of the virgin Mary — and he connected himself with the Man 
Jesus from the first moment of his existence, he worked through him and penetrated 
his feeling and will. ... There was therefore no thought and no movement, no striving 
and no will in the soul of Jesus, which would not have been the affirmation and 
execution of the will of God which dwells in him and determines him. . . His life and 
work was the life and work of God" etc. (Grundwahrheiten 1902, p. 114 ff.) Kirn 
speaks of "God's absolute immanence in the man of Jesus". (Grundrif 1910, p. 106.) 

151) The details were given in the section “Divine Providence” (de providentia 
Dei). [Christliche Dogmatik, vol. 1, p. 587 ff.] 
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and determinism. There is therefore, we repeat, an unscientific inconsistency 
whenever one operates with the " inconceivability " against the enhypostasy 
of the human nature of Christ. 


3. The Personal Union. “ 
(De unione personali.) 

In Christ, God and man are united as_ one person, namely—as has just 
been explained—in such a way that human nature, which did not previously 
exist, was taken into the Person of the Son of God at the time determined by 
God and in the wonderful way brought about by God (actus unitionis). The 
miraculous and unique union of God and man into one person (status 
unionis) that has thus arisen is called the personal union, unio personalis, 
év@olc vmootatixy, The expression is true in every respect. It expresses 
clearly and unmistakably that in Christ God and man are not connected in 
any way but form a personal unity. But now it is a matter of clearly 
understanding the matter designated by the expression on the basis of 
Scripture and of standing firm against all reversals. All aberrations in the 
doctrine of Christ's person have their reason in the fact that the unio 
personalis is abandoned and a different kind of unio is substituted. 

There is a connection of God with all creatures. Jer. 23:24: "Do not I fill 
heaven and earth?" Some did not want to refer this statement to God's 
essence, but only to God's activity. '*”) The words refer to God himself, to 
God's essence (82 738 [HEBREW)). God is by his nature (essentialiter) 
present in all and with all creatures, that is, also in every human being. And 
through this presence of God with and in all creatures, the creatures have 
their being and their activity, Acts 17:28: “In him we live, and move 
(ktvovpE9a), and have our being"; Col. 1:17: ta mé:vta (the universe) ev avto 
ovvéotnkev. In a special way God is connected with the church, the 
believers, Joh. 14:23: mpoc avtov éAsvodueda Kat Lovyv zap’ ADT TOIN)- 


152) Some Reformed, the Socinians etc. See the detailed treatise in Gerhard, L. 
de natura Dei, § 176 ff. The train of thought in Jer. 23:24 is quite clear. That God 
sees everything, v. 24a, v. 24d is justified by the fact that God is everywhere, filling 
heaven and earth. x27 [HEBREW] filling, active, like Isaiah 6:1: "His hem (a°x? 
[HEBREW)]) filled the temple". 
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oopsv. 7) One also wanted to reduce this special connection of God with the 
believers to a mere indwelling of divine powers and gifts. But the scriptural 
words here too refer to the indwelling of God himself. Scripture has the 
Formula of Concord for itself when it rejects as an error "that not God but 
only the gifts of God dwell in the believers". '*4) Because of this indwelling 
of God the believers are called vadc Se00 Cavtoc [“the temple of the living 
God”], 2 Cor. 6:16; vadc tov ayiov avebuatosc, | Cor. 6:19; 76 od@pa 
Xpiotov, Eph. 1:23. This special connection of God with the believers, 
which has been called unio mystica, is so intimate that through it the 
believers are called $eiacs kowa@voi pbosaes [“partakers of the divine 
nature”’], 2 Petr. 1:4 — But quite differently and much more closely God and 
man are united in Christ, namely as one Person. But this union into one 
person is what Scripture teaches clearly and unmistakably in all its 
statements, in which it calls "God" "man" and "man" "God". For while we 
are not allowed to say with reference to a tree: "This tree is God" and: "God 
is a tree", even though God is in every tree, nor are we allowed to say of a 
Christian: "This Christian is God" and: "God is Christian", even though the 
Triune God dwells in every Christian, we can and must nevertheless say of 
the Man Christ on the basis of Scripture: "This Man is God" and: "God is 
Man", because in Christ God and man are united into one Person. The 
Scripture says Matt. 16:13-17: the Son of Man is the Son of the living God; 
Luke 1:31-32: the Son of Mary is the Son of the Highest One; Jer. 23:6. 6: 
the shoot of David is Jehovah; Rom. 9:8: the one who came from the fathers 
is God, praised forever; Joh. 1:14: the Word is flesh; Rom. 1:3: the Son of 
God is the Son of David etc. These scriptural statements have been 
appropriately called "personal propositions", propositiones personales, 
because they express the unique union of God and man in Christ, namely the 
union of being one person. !*°) 


153) Objectively the same is stated in 2 Cor. 6:16: evoikyjoo ev avtois, scil sinev 
6 $edc, Ezekiel 37:27. 1 Cor. 3:16: to avebpia tot Sob oiket Ev viltv. 

154) p. 624, § 64 [(Trigl. 937, Sol. Decl., II, 65)]. 

155) Luther says about the fact that although the Son of God is essentially in all 
creatures, He is linked to the man Christ as one Person: "The Godhead is immovable 
in himself, cannot move from one place to another as the creature does. Therefore he 
is here" (the Son of God in his 


94 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 87] 


In the presentation of the doctrine of the person of Christ, it is now all 
about capturing the unio personalis in its uniqueness. It is not to be thought 
of in terms of the way God is united with all creatures, nor in terms of the 
way God is united with the faithful, but must be sharply distinguished from 
them and from all other associations. The unio personalis can be illustrated 
to a certain extent by examples of other associations, such as the union of 
soul and body in man and of fire and iron in red-hot iron. °° The first 
example is used by Scripture itself Col. 2:9. °”’ But these examples also only 
offer certain similarities, but by no means complete equality, as will be 
explained in more detail later. The inequality that exists between the unio 
personalis and the examples given is immediately apparent in the fact that 
we cannot say "The soul is body and the body is soul, and: The 


Incarnation) "not ascended from heaven as on a ladder or descended as on a rope, but 
was before" (scil, before the Incarnation) "since in the virgin body essential and 
personal, as in all places everywhere, according to divine nature, mode and power. . . 
But in Christ there is something different, higher and greater before all creatures. For 
in him God is not only present and essential, as in all the others (creatures), but 
dwells in him bodily, that one Person is man and God. And though I can say of all 
creatures: God is there, or God is in him, I cannot say: this is God himself. But of 
Christ, faith does not only say that God is in him, but that Christ is God himself. And 
the one who strangles a person may well be called a murderer of the thing that is 
God’s and that God is within. But whoever strangles Christ has strangled the Son of 
God, God and the Lord of glory himself. (StL. XX, 808 f.) 

156) Athanasian Creed Sicut anima rationalis et caro unus est homo, ita Deus et 
homo unus est Christus. [As the rational soul and the flesh [body] are one man, so 
God and man are one Christ”] F. C.. 545, 9: [Trigl. 819, Epit., VIII, 9] “As the 
ancient teachers of the Church explained this union and communion of natures by the 
illustration of iron glowing with fire, and also by the union of body and soul in man". 
(See F. C., 678, 18 [Zrigi. 1021, Sol Decl., VII, 18]) 

157) Col. 2:9: év avtO KaTtouKksi AAV TO TANPOLE THs OEdtNTOs CMLATIKAS. 
Z@patikac. which only occurs here in the New Testament, means "in a physical 
way". Correctly Wahl translates corporaliter, ut in corpore; Luther: "in the flesh". 
The expressed thought is this: The whole fullness of the Godhead dwells in Christ 
O@LaTUKds, so that in Christ—of course in Christ according to human nature—it is 
clothed with a body (oma). Humanity in Christ relates to the fullness of the 
Godhead as the body relates to the soul. Meyer, too, is right, although he does 
interfere with many a strange thing, such as the relationship to Christ in the state of 
exaltation. 
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fire is iron and iron is fire, whereas we can and must say of the unio 
personalis of Christ: God is man and man is God. The "Personal 
propositions": "God is Man" and "Man is God", which express personal 
union, have therefore been appropriately called propositiones inusitatae 
[unique propositions], because otherwise there is no example for them in the 
whole of creation. Otherwise God and man are disparata, mutually exclusive 
concepts. 8) Otherwise, God is not a man, as Scripture explicitly testifies. 
'59) Otherwise no man is God either. If a man presumes to do s0, it is 
blasphemy. !® But in this unique person, in Christ, God is really and truly 
man and man is really and truly God, because in Christ God and man form 
one person, one I. Therefore the ancient teachers continue to say correctly: 
The propositiones personales are indeed inusitatae, but nevertheless reales 
(contrast: verbales) and (contrast: impropriae et tropicae), because they 
express a real fact, namely the fact that in Christ God is man and man is 
God, and because the two expressions "God" and "man" are not used in a 
non-actual sense (so-called God, so-called man), but in the actual and 
essential sense. '°! If one refers here again to the "unconceivability", 


158) Luther, as is well known, says in a theological disputation about Joh. 1:14 
(Opp. v. a. IV, 458; St. L. X, 1168) that in the statement "Deus est homo" disparata 
are said of each other. Thesis 3: Nec minus, imo magis disparata est praedicatio: 
Deus est liomo, quam si dicas: Homo est asinus. The later dogmatists also deal with 
the question whether the propositiones personales disparata of one another are 
expressed in the propositiones. So Gerhard, 1. c., § 170. They affirm the question by 
defining disparatum (after Johannes Damascenus) as: quod d1agépet tp Aoyw 
(regarding) tg ovoias. But God and man are by their nature opposita sive disparata. 

159) Numbers 23:19; Hos. 11:9; 1 Sam. 15:29. 

160) Acts 12:21 ff.; Ezekiel 28:2. 

161) Baier says (III, 38 sq.) of the propositiones personales: In imitate et 
communione naturarum fundantur et eam declarant propositiones, quas vocant 
personales, quibus concretum unius naturae enuntiatur de concreto alterius naturae, 
v. g.. Deus est homo, homo est Deus, et similes. Et sunt propositiones illae non 
verbales tantum, sed maxime reales. Dicuntur alias praedicationes inusitatae, quia in 
universa natura nullum datur exemplum, in quo duo disparata in casu recto proprie 
de se invicem praedicentur aut citra manifestam falsitatem de se praedicari possint. 
[Google] Quenstedt (II, 210 sq.): Praedicationes personales, in quibus concre- 
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that is, to the incomprehensibility of the fact that God is man and man is 
God, and thus God and man are bound into one IJ, we not only concede the 
incomprehensibility, but we also demand on the basis of Scripture the 
recognition of the incomprehensibility and reject every rationalistic attempt 
at explanation, because Scripture expressly designates the fact that God 
became man as 6poAoyovpévac Léya LvotHptov. '°” Once again we remind 
you that all the works of God in the kingdom of nature have the recognized 
characteristic that they are not in the least oriented to human thinking, but 
that they have their existence only through God's Word and will, 
unconcerned about all human thinking. Why then should the fact of the 
incarnation of the Son of God, which is God in his. Word as the miracle xkat' 
eEoxrv,'© should be dependent on its conceivableness? But Scripture leaves 
no doubt about the unity of the I of God and man in Christ, as emerges from 
the propositiones personales and idiomaticae. Not of two subjects, but of 
one and the same subject, Scripture tells us that just as being human and the 
whole range of human attributes, so being God and the whole range of divine 
attributes. It is one and the same subject to whom Scripture attributes the 
predicate of eternity '“ and an age of eight days '®) etc. — And what about 
the "self-consciousness" of Christ? The question of the self-consciousness of 
Christ has been much discussed, especially in our time. The Scriptures give 
us clear information about this as well. Just as it teaches that Christ is God 
and man, Seav8pearos, it also gives us ample evidence that Christ knew 
himself as God and man. Christ also has a divine-human 


tum unius naturae praedicatur de concreto alterius naturae, v. g.: Deus est homo, 
homo est Deus; germen Davi dis est Jehova, Justitia nostra, Jer. 23:35; cf: Luc. 1:35, 
sunt I. verae et reales, 2. singularissimae et inusitatae, ac nequaquam communi 
regulae conformes, 3. propriae, loquendo de proprietate rhetorica, non logica. 
[Google] [The Catalog of Testimonies (Zrigl., p. 1111; Mueller, 735—736)] 

162) 1 Tim. 3:16 Luther: "That God is not alone in him (the man Christ), but 
also dwells in him, that God and man may become one person, that is the high work 
and miracle of God, which makes all reason a fool, and faith alone must keep it, 
otherwise it is lost. .. O Lord God, where are they who believe all this? What will it 
be when reason comes hither with its fancy?" (St. L. XX, 809.) 

163) 1 Tim. 3:16; Isaiah 9:6; 7:14 etc. 

164) Joh. 1:1. 2. 165) Luke 2:21. 
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consciousness. He knows both about His eternal, pre-worldly existence, Joh. 
8:38: "Before Abraham became, I am", as well as about His temporal 
coming into the world, in order to go to the father again through suffering, 
death and resurrection, Joh. 16:28; 12:23 ff. He does not know himself as a 
human personality that is only influenced and supported by God, but he, the 
Son of Man, knows himself at the same time as 0 vtoc tov Seov tov Caovtos, 
Matt. 16:13-17. Immediately in Christ's first statement about himself, which 
is reported to us by Scripture, namely in the statement of the twelve year old 
boy, not only the human but clearly and distinctly the God-human 
consciousness is revealed, Luke 2:49: "Do you not know that I must be in 
him who is my Father" and v. 51: "He went down with them and came to 
Nazareth and was subject to them". !©° In order to express that in Christ an I 
includes God and man, the expression persona ovvOstos¢, persona composita, 
was used after the procedure of the Greek Fathers (cf. Damascenus, De orth. 
fide Ill, 3). The expression has been negotiated. '°” Some of the Lutheran 
teachers have expressly described it as inaccurate. '°) However, they allow it 
to be used to express the unstable illud pietatis mysterium that in Christ God 
and man are united in a personal union, and especially to express the thought 
"that now, after the Incarnation, to the whole person of Christ belongs not 
only his divine nature but also his assumed human nature, and that, just as 
without his divinity, that is, without his humanity, the person of Christ or 
Filii Dei incarnati is not whole, so Christ is not two distinct persons but a 
single person". !” 

If we look at history, we meet the strange phenomenon “ that people— 
and not just 


166) Vilmar (Prakt. Erkldrung d.N. T., p. 60) rightly reminds us that we are not 
confronted here with the kind of "unusual", "precocious" child. The sharp emphasis 
ON TOV TATPdc LLOv in contrast to the accusation: "Son, why hast thou thus dealt with 
us? behold, thy father and I have sought thee sorrowing", expresses the fact that he 
knows himself to be higher than his earthly parents, the Son of God. The following 
remark on his return: Kat jv vaotaoodpEvos adtott, scil, his earthly parents, reveals 
that he also knew himself as a human being. 

167) Gerhard, 1. c, § 121; Quenstedt, 1. c. II, 124. 

168) H. Miiller, Theol. scholast., p. 280 sq. at Baier, ed. W. III, 48. 

169) F. C., 676, § 11. [Zrigl. 1019, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 11] 
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and not only people outside the boundaries of the Christian Church— have 
taken a great dislike to the personal union of God and man in Christ 
organized by God for their salvation. At all times substitutes for personal 
union have been sought. A whole range of connections between God and 
Christ the man is to be permitted, from a mere agreement of will to the 


blending of God and man into one being. But what one does not want is the 
GsionTGt Goalie MH AMIOOHETPEISGH. In our time it isso that even 


theologians who call themselves positive treat the Personal Union as 
dismissed, in that they demand from the outset for the alleged salvation of 
Christ's true humanity the individual personality for the man Christ and treat 
the two natures in one person ("doctrine of two natures") as a position that 
has been overcome. And all the substitutes for the unio personalis have been 
declared by those who put them on the market "just as good", even better, 
because they express the "proper" and "deeper" meaning of the Incarnation 
of God. The Christian Church, however, has very firmly rejected all 
substitutes and recognized them as overturning the reason for salvation. For 
this purpose it has used a number of negative provisions. Negative are 
already the well-known provisions of the Council of Chalcedon. With the 
dovyyvt@s and atpéntwc (against Eutyches) it has rejected any mixing and 
transformation of God and man (unio per mixtionem et conversionem). With 
the adiaipsétas and dywpiotws and (against Nestorius) every kind of union is 
rejected, which does not let it come to a union of God and man to one 
person, but which grasps the union according to the way of God's union with 
all creatures or the faithful. The connections which are left behind the 
Personal Union and therefore rejected have been described in more detail as 
unio naturalis, nominalis, habitualis, accidentalis, sustentativa, per 
voluntatem et assensum, per operationem, etc. The fact that not all of these 
provisions have always been used in the same sense is explained by the fact 
that they have sometimes been used in different ways. Nor is it unseemly 
that one and the same substitute which the false teachers sought to replace 
the unio personalis should be rejected under several headings. We recognize 
from this the endeavor to replace the unio personalis in its 
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170) 


uniqueness and to reject the substitutes under all disguises. It is worth 


the effort to go a little further 


170) A detailed compilation of the surrogates can be found in Cundisius, Notae 
to Hutter's Comp., 4th ed., p. 188; after rejecting the mixing and transformation he 
continues: Sunt vero etiam alii unionis modi quam longissime hinc removendi, e. g., 
unio Katd mapaotaoty, sicut lateri Petri assistebat angelus, Act. 12:7; item unio kata 
mapaieoly, vel oivi-Eotv, per appositionem aut attingentiam, quae fit, quando duo 
asseres compinguntur, aut du massae metallicae extremitatibus suis conglutinantur, 
vel cum alterum attingit alterum, non tamen totum, sed exigua duntaxat sui parte, ut 
clavus rotam, planeta sphaeram, ut etiam gemma unitur annulo, qualia similia 
Calvinianis in illustranda doctrina de duarum in Christo naturarum unione personali 
arrident. Praeterea removenda est 1. unio cata oxéow, quae habitus, gratiae, 
conditionis, dignitatis, honoris, eruditionis, prudentiae, fortitudinis etc. 
similitudinem, vel aequalitatem importat. 2. unio xa3' Appoviay n tavtoBovdiay, iuxta 
consensum ao voluntatem, qualis tum apud credentes, Act. 4:32, tum apud coniuges 
se offert, Sir. 25:2, imo etiam apud eos, qui illegitimo miscentur toro, I Cor. 6:16. 3. 
Unio kat’ ovoiay, unio essentialis, quae v. g. est inter materiam et formam: unio 
essentialis etiam tribus personis in divina essentia a quibusdam tribuitur, sed plane 
axipac. ... [Google] 4. unio kata petoyny n yap, ubi Deus etiam samctis unitur, in 
quibus tanquam in templo suo habitat, 1 Cor. 3:16; b, 19. 5. [Google] Unio xat' 
evépyeiay, id est, secundum operationem, quasi carnis assumtae operationes 
solummodo essent organicae, aut ipsa caro qualecunque instrumentum tob Adyov 
fuerit, per quod operaretur, sicut sancti cum Deo dicuntur uniri, quando Deus per 
illos operatur, Rome. 15:8; 1 Cor. 12, 6th Est enim unio personalis (quae etiam ab 
unione sacramentali nimium, quantum distat) plane wovotponos Kau ECaipEtoc, vmép 
ywotv, vmép vobv kai vmép maoav Katadnyny, ut loquitur Justinus. [Google] — We 
also include a compilation of Weinmann's works: Utriusque naturae, divinae tov 
Aoyov, et humanae e virgine Maria assumtae, unio non est naturalis, quasi modo 
naturali facta sit, vel inde resultarit unum naturale; nec essentialis, quasi duae in 
Christo naturae sint unum ovota, ut fit in tribus SS. Trinitatis personis; nec 
accidentalis, quasi alicuius sit subjecti et inhaerentis accidentis, vel quasi Adyoc¢ 
carni tantummodo adsistat, aut gratiose inhabitet, citra brootdcews 
communicationem, qualis unio est inter Deum et sanctos; vel quasi eam tantum 
sustentet, ne editing in nihilum, qualis sustentatio active sumta omnibus tribus 
personis competit, et passive accepta ad omnes res creatas pertinet, quae certe 
abiturae essent in nihilum, nisi a conditore sustentarentur et portarentur, Sap. 11, 
26; Act. 17:28; Hebr. 1:3; nec operationum duntaxat est, quasi camis assumtae 
operationes solum organicae essent, aut ipsa caro qualecunque instrumentum, per 
quod Aoyos operaretur, sicut Bellarminus Nestorianizans lib. 3. de incarn. c. 10. eam 
cum instrumento separato et passivo confert: sed est plane wovotponos... ., ut 
Justinus Martyr loquitur, ubi Deus verbum caro factum unam habet divinitatis suae 
camisque personam, [Google] 
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into the negative provisions, since they not only have dogmatic-historical 
value, but are also important with respect to the modern opposition. 

Every mixing and every transformation of divine and human nature in 
Christ is to be rejected. Indeed, if one assumes a mixing of natures so that a 
tertium is created, or a transformation of one nature into the other, one no 
longer has the person who is true God, born of the Father in eternity, and 
true man, born of the Virgin Mary. So one gives up the personal union of 
God and man, and one no longer has a Savior who is Sedvparoc. But if the 
person is no longer a God-man, then one no longer has a God-man work of 
salvation. If Christ is no longer a true man, then, as Luther reminds us, his 
work of redemption no longer concerns us human beings,'!’” because 
according to Scripture the true humanity of Christ is absolutely necessary for 
the work of redemption; 1 Tim. 2:5: peoitns Osod kai dvOpamov GvOpamoc 
Xptotdc Incotc. If Christ is no longer true God, then the redeeming value of 
his work of redemption is withdrawn, because according to Scripture the true 
Godhead of Christ is absolutely necessary for the work of redemption; Rom. 
5:10: kamAAGynLEV To Geo 516 Tov_tov avtov viov avtov. In short, we need 
for the God-man person of Christ and the God-man work of redemption of 
Christ both the unaltered Godhead and the unaltered humanity. Every mixing 
and every transformation and shortening of natures abolishes the God-man 
person and the God-Man work of redemption. The early Church, therefore, 
did not show foolishness in rejecting Eutyches' doctrine of mixture and 
transformation !””) in a decisive manner. !73) Likewise, the church of the 
Reformation did right 


secundum Augustini verba lib. de fide ad Pet. c. 17 Idcirco usitate unio non 
personarum, sed personalis dicitur, quia in persona tov Adyov facta est, unamque 
Christi personam constituit. (Institutiones, p. 213 sq.) 

171) St_L. VIL, 1557. 

172) Eutyches (for Mansi V, 744): 'Onoroya sk db0 gbosav yeyevno8at Tov 
KUPLOV NLOV pO TIS EVOoEMc' LETA SE THY EVMOL [Liav vot OLoOAOY®. He therefore 
also denied that Christ's human nature celebrates our human nature in the same way 
(16L00V010c). 

173) The Council of Chalcedon confesses against Eutyches: eva kai tov avt6v 
Xptotov, vidv, KOpiov, Lovoyevh, ek 600 OvoEwv [Ev 600 OvoEOW] Govyxd Govyyd 
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when, in the midst of its difficult struggle against the papacy, it dismissed 
the Anabaptists, Schwenkfeld, etc., with the "heavenly humanity” of Christ, 
etc.! The Church of our time should also resolutely reject the modern 
kenoticists who teach that the Son of God must be changed for the purpose 
of the Incarnation. Some of them let the Son of God discard his omniscience, 
omnipotence and omnipresence (Thomasius etc.); others let the Son of God 
transform himself into a human soul or into a Son of Man ({Wilhelm] Gah, 
von Hofmann, etc.). It is obvious that through this doctrine of the kenoticists 
both the God-man [theanthropic] person and the God-man work of 
redemption of Christ are abandoned. !”°) 

Likewise, any separation of divine and human nature in Christ must be 
rejected. After the Son of God has become man, he is man at all times and 
everywhere he is (incarnatus, evoapKos), and all that man is, does and 
suffers belongs to him. The man Christ must not be taken out of the Person 
of the Son of God at any time and 


TOC, ATPETTMS - yvMpICOLEVOV ' OVEALLOV TIS TOV OVaE@V StAMOPts EvnpNLEevNs did 
tTyv ('v@owy, oolopevys dé LAAAOV Tis 1SLOTHTOS EKaATEpAs Pvosac. (Mansi VII, 115.) 

174) Cf. above, p. 72, the decision of the Convention of Smalcald in 1537 
against Schwenkseld's denial that Christ's human nature was a creature. Luther also 
opposes Schwenkfeld in theological disputations: Patet Schwenkfeld in vacuum chaos 
latrare contra sua somnia propria de creatura in Christ. Et homo sui immemor 
concedit Deum esse carnem factum, cum carnem esse creaturam nondum audeat 
negare. Sed occultus Eutyches habitat in talibus haereticis, negare paratis aliquando, 
Verbum esse carnem factum. [Google] (Opp. v. IV, 463.) 

175) von Oettingen against the kenoticists: "The Son of God cannot have issued 
the determinations (divine idioms) appropriate to his nature through the incarnation. 
A change of being in the sphere of the divine would be an almost monstrous thought. 
The Incarnation would then appear as a transformation of the Son of God into a Son 
of Man, so that through this and thus - for the time of his earthly existence - he 
‘ceased to be God' (v. Hofmann)! But this would also call into question the infinite 
value and the world-conquering power of his act of salvation and redemption. (Luth. 
Dogmatik Il, 2, p. 47.) The same specifically against Frank: "Frank speaks of a 
‘conversion of the eternal Son-consciousness into the form of finite human 
consciousness becoming temporal’ and points out that this 'in the image of God was 
able to be a vessel for the divine content’, that is, 'to be humanly conscious of the 
eternal Son’. (System d. Wahrheit 112, 104-123.) "So the 'I'—the 'subject of 
becoming'—should be the same (identical), but the Logos has become, so to speak, a 
human spiritual soul, which is rather out of the idea of Gass, which reminds of the 
Apollinaristic and Theopaschitic heresy.(Op. cit.,, p. 131.) 


102 > The Doctrine of Christ. [English ed. ~ 93-94] 


under any circumstances—neither at His birth, nor in His life, nor in His 
suffering and death. If this happens, then eo ipso the personal union and the 
God-human work of redemption is spent. Nestorianism made this separation. 
Of course, Nestorius wanted to keep the one person in Christ. He complains 
bitterly about Cyril's assertion that he (Nestorius) thinks of Christ as a mere 
human being. '”° But it is quite clear that Nestorius actually triggered the 
unio personalis. When he asserted that Mary did not give birth to the Son of 
God, and that the Jews did not crucify the Son of God, but taught that only 
the Son of Man was born of Mary as an instrument of the Godhead and died 
on the cross, he was thereby clearly indicating that he did not think the 
human Christ excluded into the Person of the Son of God, neither at birth nor 
at crucifixion, but separated and separated from the person of the Son of 
God. '”” Nestorius teaches a connection (ovvégsia) between God and man 
in Christ, but a connection in which the I of the man Christ remains 
separated from the I of the Son of God, and the Son of God through the man 
Christ works only as through his instrument and in the man Christ dwells 
only as in his temple. !7) The same Christology is represented by Zwingli in 
the 16th century. 


176) Mansi V, 763. 

177) Peperite (Maria) hominem, deitatis instrumentum - (Spiritus Sanctus) Deo 
verbo templum fabricatus est, quod habitaret, ex virgine. Nestorius wants to use the 
expression Seot0koc in relation to Maria propter inseparabile templum Dei verbi ex 
ipsa, non quia ipsa mater sit verbi Dei. [Google] (Mansi IV, 1023.) Schrnid-Hauck: 
"In Nestorius' case, it became evident that he thought of Christ as a human person, 
with whom Adyoc has been in contact. He had given up the unity of the person in 
order to maintain the diversity of natures”. (Dogma Gesch., p. 93.) 

178) Nestorius in the first and tenth of his twelve anathematisms against Cyril: 
Si quis ... matrem etiam Dei verbi et non potius ejus, qui Emmanuel est, sanctam 
virginem nuncupaverit - anathema sit. Si quis illud in principio verbum pontificem et 
apostolum confessionis nostrae factum esse seque ipsum obtulisse pro nobis dicat— 
anathema sit. From Nestorius' sermons: Non est mortuus incarnatus Deus, sed illum, 
in quo incarnatus est, suscitavit. — Ego natum et mortuum Deum et sepultum 
adorare non queo. [Google] He asks indignantly: “Has matrem Deus? [“The 
incarnate God did not die, but he raised him in whom he was incarnate. - I do not 
want to worship a God who was born and died and was buried. He asks indignantly: 
“Does God have a mother?”]” and adds, foolishly: "Ergo excusabilis gentilitas 
matres diis subintro- 
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Zwingli also denied that the Son of God had died, and through his GAA oimotc 
taught Luther and everyone that in the suffering and dying of Christ one 
must always use the human nature of Christ for Christ and the Son of God. 
'79) Tn short, Nestorius and Zwingli with their followers in their explanations 
give up the uniqueness of the union of God and man in Christ, the personal 
union, and in its place they set up a unio in the manner of God's union with 
all believers (unio mystica, unio kata ydpiv). It is obvious that the work of 
redemption in God's humanity is thus spent. It is true that the union in which 
God stands with all the faithful is an extremely intimate and very high one. 
Their blood is dearly respected in God's eyes. !8° God asks for it. '*!) Yet, the 
blood of the saints is not even a thousandth part of the ransom for the sins of 
the world. This alone is the blood of Christ, because in Christ God and man 
are not merely mystically united, but form_one person, and thus Christ's 
blood is the blood of the Son of God himself. !®”) It is therefore not only 
something but everything that comes from the fact that every separation of 
God and man is rejected in Christ. The early Church, therefore, did not show 
foolishness in rejecting Nestorius’ doctrine of separation. !*°) Likewise, 
Luther was right 


ducens. [“Therefore, it is excusable that Gentiles subjugate the mothers of the gods.” 
Excerpts from Nestorius’ speeches, Greek, in Mansi IV, 1197 ff; in Latin translation 
in Marius Mercator, ed. Stephan Baluze, p. 53 ff. Cf. L. vu. W. 30, 86. Die 
Anathematismen Kyrills und Nestorius' bei Baumgarten, Theol. Streitigkeiten, Il, 770 
ff.; Schmid-Hauck, Dogmengesch., p. 94 ff. 

179) Zwingli: "Since Christ says Luke 24: 'Christ did not have to suffer and 
therefore enter into His glory - here Christ is taken for human nature alone, which 
may suffer and die, but not the divine. - Matt. 26: 'And the Son of Man is betrayed' or 
given away, 'that He may be crucified’. And Matt. 20: "And the Son of Man will be 
given to the priests and scribes" etc. Here the Son of Man is actually taken for human 
nature, for the latter may be given up and killed, but the divine one not at all. 
(Zwingli's answer from Luther's writing: That these words etc. Reprinted in L.'s 
works, St. L. XX, 1195). 

180) Ps 72:14. 181) Ps 9:13. 182) Rom 5:10. 

183) The Council of Chalcedon confesses against Nestorius: é'va kai Tov avtdv 
Xptotov, vidv, KUPLOV, LOVOYEVT] EV SLO OVOEOL . . . GOLAIPETS, GY@PioT@S 
yopiCopevov yv@piCopEevov . . . OvK sic 600 TPdCMTA LEpICGLEVOV TH AOYOV 
StAIpOvLEVOV, GAA' Eva KaL TOV aVTOV vidv Kai Lovoyevn, b-Edv AOyovV, KUpLoV Tnoov 
Xptotov. [“that there is “one and the same Christ, Son, Lord,, Only-Begotten, to be 
acknowledged in two natures . . . indivisibly, inseparably . . . not parted or divided 
into two persons, but one and the same Son and only-begotten God the Word, the 
Lord Jesus Christ””’] (Mansi VII, 116.) 
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when he immediately opposed Zwingli's alloeosis because it abolished the 
unio personalis and took away the redemptive value of Christ's life and 
suffering. '®°) The Church of our time should vigorously disavow all 
theologians who reject the unio personalis from the_outset on the grounds of 
"unthinkability". Nestorius and Zwingli still wanted to adhere to the unio 
personalis. But in our time it is so that theologians who still want to be taken 
for Christian teachers reject in principle the union of God and man into one 
person and demand Christ's own personality for the Man Christ. They try to 
cover the deficit by paying a whole series of compliments to the man Christ. 
One speaks of "absolute immanence of God" in Christ, "absolute realization 
of the will of God" through Christ etc. In all these sayings, however, as 
Luthardt correctly remarks,'®® "the person of Christ is anthropocentric 
instead of theocentric". Luthardt also correctly adds: "In contrast to this, the 
church theology 


184) Luther's critique of Zwingli's alloeosis contains an excellent exposition of 
what unio personalis is and how it is annulled. He writes: "Because Jesus Christ is 
truly God and man in one person, in no place in Scripture is one nature taken for 
another; for that is what he is called (Zwingli) alloeosis when something is said about 
the divinity of Christ, which after all is due to humanity, or again, as Luke 24:26: 
"Was not Christ supposed to suffer and thus enter for his glory? Here, he makes us 
believe that Christ is taken for human nature.... Where the alloeosis is to exist, as it 
leads compulsion, Christ will have to be two persons, a divine and a human one, 
because he pours the sayings of suffering alone on human nature and turns everything 
from the Godhead; For where works are divided and separated, the person must also 
be divided, because all works or sufferings are not assigned to natures but to persons; 
for it is the person who does and suffers all things, one according to that nature, the 
other according to that nature, as scholars well know. Therefore, not far from Mr. 
Christ, we consider God and man in one person, non confundendo naturas nec 
dividendo personam, that we do not mix the natures, nor separate the person. (Sz. L. 
XX, 942 ff.) 

185) Luther: "Beware, beware, I say, of the alloeosis! It is the larva of the devil, 
for it is the last one to inflict such a Christianity, according to which I did not want to 
be a Christian, namely, that Christ should no longer be, nor do with fine suffering and 
life any more than another bad saint. For if I believe this, that human nature alone has 
suffered for me, then Christ is a bad Savior to me, he himself probably needs a 
Savior. Summa, it is unspeakable what the Devil seeks with alloeosis." (St. L. XX 
943) 

186) Die christliche Glaubenslehre, p. 357. 


105 > The Personal Union. personal union. [English ed. ~ 96] 


teaches that it was the eternal Son of God who took human nature and 
excepted it into his personal unity. In other words, the Church of our time 
must also insist on the unio personalis and must not allow any surrogate to 
be substituted. It is therefore worthwhile to briefly present here some 
negative provisions of the old doctrines. 

The connection between God and man in Christ is: 

a. not a unio nominalis, as someone is called something that he is either 
not at all or only in a non-actual (limited) sense. Thus, a person can use the 
honorary title "counsel" without really being a counselor. Thus, in Scripture 
creatures are called "God" because of divine functions, without being 
essentially God. !8” Thus the Unitarians deny that Christ is essentially God. 
But he could be called God, because he, as the most excellent man, and 
before his taking up of office in heaven, had completely anointed and done 
the will of God. !8®) So also Ritschl, when he wants to understand the 
predicate of divinity attached to Christ not as a "judgment of being" but only 
as a judgment of "esteem". According to Harnack, the man Christ is called 
the "Son of God" because he has brought the message of the universal 
fatherhood of God to mankind. '®°) — Against this is to be held: The man 
Christ is not called God (Deus nuncupativus) because of certain functions, 
but he is essentially (in the metaphysical sense of the word) God, Joh. 10:30: 
‘Ey® Kal 2aTHp Ev EOLLEV; 

b. not a unio habitualis, relativa, oxetixn, which only establishes a 
certain relationship, but where the connected persons actually remain 
separated. Thus friends are united by a friendly disposition, although they 
remain separate persons and may be widely separated from one another in 
places. In this category belongs the connection, in which children stand with 
their parents, the citizens of a state, the members of the church etc. stand 
with each other. In all these connections the persons remain separate. Thus, 
all the Anti-Trinitarians have tried to degrade the purification of God and 
man in Christ to a mere unio relativa by saying that Christ is to be called the 
Son of God because God's special good 


187) Joh. 10:35. 188) Catech. Racov., Fr. 166. 194. 
189) Wesen des Christentums, p. 79 ff. 
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pleasure rested on this unique man. Similarly also the forerunner of the 
Nestorians, Theodor of Mopsvestia (+ around 428). But all kinds of unio 
relativa are to be rejected. Not only God's good pleasure rested on Christ, 
but the whole fullness of the divine being dwelt and continues to dwell in 
him bodily, as in her own body, ompatikac, Col. 2:9. The Son of God has 
made human nature his o®ua, so that everything that happens to human 
nature happens to the Son of God, and all actions and works of the Son of 
God are carried out through human nature; 

c. not a unio accidentalis, an external, accidental connection, such as 
two planks being joined together !”” or a dress enveloping the human body 
In these and similar connections, there is no connection to an inner, organic 
unity. In Christ, however, human nature belongs to the unity of the Person of 
the Son of God. Therefore, while a garment that envelops the body can be 
wounded without striking the body, in Christ no one could touch and strike 
the human nature of Christ without at the same time touching and striking 
the Son of God, 1 John 1:1; 1 Cor. 2:8;!°) 

d. not a unio sustentativa that consists in a mere presence and support 
(nuda napovota sive mapaotacic). In this way God is united with all 
creatures, which thereby have their existence and activity, Col. 1:18; Acts 
17:28: This union is included in the personal union between God and man 
that took place in Christ, inasmuch as within the personal union the human 
nature of Christ was supported and sustained by the divine one. A mere man 
could not have borne the weight of the wrath of God, which rested on Christ 
as the representative of the whole world of sinners, as Luther and the old 
teachers often reminded us. '°”) But in this support and 


190) F. C., p. 677, § 14. [Trigl. 1019, F. C., Sol. Decl., VOI, 14] 

191) Luther says that the image of a garment enveloping the body does not 
adequately describe personal union: Non enim vestis et corpus constituunt unam 
personam, sicut Deus et homo constituunt unam personam. (Opp. v. IV, 464.) 

192) Luther: "The Lord says: 'My soul is troubled until death’, that is, 1 am so 
afraid, I am so anxious that I want to die of fear. With such thoughts we must let it 
stay here. For we know of no higher and greater fear, for such fear is fear of death. 
But such fear of death is not really to be compared here; for it was much more violent 
and greater 
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and maintenance does not consist the essence of the personal union.. The 
essence of personal union is that in Christ God and man are united into one I; 
193) 

e. not a unio naturalis. We rightly speak of natural binding in the case of 
things between which there is a natural relationship, so that it is natural for 
them to be bound. Thus the body and soul of man belong together because 
they are made for each other, form a natural whole in their union, and neither 
is complete without the other. But between divine and human nature, which 
are united in Christ, there is no natural relationship, but the greatest 
conceivable contrast. It is the contrast between Creator and creature, ens 
increatum, et creatum. '°» The idea that the binding of God and man in 
Christ is based on natural kinship or on a necessity founded in the nature of 
God is to be rejected 


in the Lord Christ than it is possible for a human heart to endure. For just as such fear 
and terror is an indication that Christ is true man, for otherwise such fear would not 
be able to stick, so again it is an indication that he is true God, since he has endured 
and overcome such fear. For such things are not possible for our flesh and blood; our 
hearts think that they are far too weak to endure in such distress. ... There were sins 
upon his neck all over the world, that such death as he should suffer was a death of 
sin and a death of the wrath of God. . . Because such terror and fear was greater in the 
Lord Christ Jesus, because it is possible that it could otherwise be in the heart of a 
man, the cause, that all men's sins lie upon him and he should suffer the death which 
all men deserve with all their sins: out of such a thing he proves himself mightily, 
because he did not sink under the burden, but carried it without disadvantage, that he 
was also God and more than man. (St. L. XIII, 348 f.) 

193) J. Olearius: Praeter sustentationem requiritur communicatio hypostaseos, 
sine qua unio personalis non potest esse hypostatica aut unum dari hyphistamenon, 
sine qua etiam sanguis Filii hominis non potest esse sanguis Filii Dei, 1 Joh. 1:7, et 
sanguis Dei proprius, Act. 20, 28 Sicut enim sanguis Pauli a Filio Dei sustentati non 
potest dici sanguis Filii Dei, quia sustentatio ejus est tantum accidentalis, aliena, a 
principio extraessentiali profecta, ita in unione personali datur actio carnis assumtae 
propria, a principio intrinseco ad hujus personae theanthropicae essentiam 
speotante, cami assumtae hypostatico. Confer Lutherum, T. 2 Witt., f. 228, ubi ait: 
Haec est haereticissima philosophia, qui negat Filium Dei esse hominem actu primo, 
sed fingit eum sustentare humanam naturam (velut actu secundo. [Google 
(Theologia universalis, 1678, p. 503.) 

194) Cf. note 158. 
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as a pantheistic speculation contrary to Scripture, which both abolishes the 
concepts of God and man and destroys the Christian concepts of sin and 
grace.. !°) According to Scripture, the Incarnation of the Son of God is not 
founded in some kind of natural process or in a necessary evolution of the 
divine or human being, but in the free mercy of God upon the human world 
that has fallen into sin and is thus lost. The Dayspring from on high has 
visited us d14 omAGyyva EAgovc SEov nLeV to appear as Savior tots Ev OKOTEL 
Kat oKid Gavatov KaéAnpévorc. 1° The unio personalis of God and man was 
also sought to be seen as a kind of natural link and to be brought closer to 
human understanding by conceiving the Son of God as the "archetype of 
humanity", for whom it was in a sense natural that he should be united with 
his human image. !°” But the Son of God as the "archetype of humanity" is 
also a human thought. According to Scripture, man is created in the image of 
the Triune God. !%*) Furthermore, the view that the Son of God united human 
nature with himself through the medium of the soul (mediante anima) must 
be rejected. This view has been expressed (scholastics according to the 
process of older teachers '°’) in order to explain the mystery of the 
incarnation of the Son of God 


195) Cf. note 13 on the concept of saving grace as free grace. Von Ottingen (II, 
II, p. 96): "Even positively oriented dogmatists like Dorner and Martensen have not 
been able to completely escape the ensnaring influence of that speculation. We see 
this, for example, in Dorner and Martensen's idea of the 'necessity of the Incarnation, 
even apart from sin', as well as in the constant emphasis on the 'unity' between the 
divine and the human, as it should be realized and carried out in all Christians". 

196) Luke 1:78. 79. the same thought Joh. 3:16; Luke 19:10; Gal. 4:4. 5. the 
incarnation of the Son of God requires the fall of man and the resulting loss of 
mankind as causa TpOKATAPKTIKN). 

197) So after the process of the elders also Kahnis: "The Logos could not have 
become man if he had not been the Logos, the archetype of mankind." (Dogmatik, 
2nd ed., I, 73) 

198) Gen. 1:26. Details may be found in the Doctrine of Creation. 

199) Origenes: Substantia animae inter Deum camemque mediante (non enim 
possibile erat Dei naturam corpori sine mediatore misceri) nascitur ... Deus homo. 
(De princ. I, 6th with Schmid, Dogmengesch., p. 79. more detailed with Gerhard, De 
pers., § 136.) Also some Reformed 
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to make it more comprehensible. But first, you don't achieve your purpose. 
For though the human soul is immaterial, it is still a creature, and between it 
and the infinite Creator there remains the same distance as between the 
human body and the infinite God. Then this view also turns into a false 
doctrine when we think of the death of Christ. Christ's death was not just a 
seeming death, but a real death. In the death of Christ his human soul 
separated from his human body, as Scripture explicitly reports Matt. 27:50: 
agrkev to tvebpa; Mark. 15:37: é€énvevoev Joh. 19:30: mapgédKev TO 
mvedpa [“gave up the ghost’”]. In other words, the natural connection (unio 
naturalis) between the soul and the body ceased to exist, as in the death of 
other people, so in the death of Christ. If Christ's human soul was now the 
mediating link for the personal union of God and man in Christ, the unio 
personalis would have been disrupted at the death of Christ, and the death of 
Christ would no longer be the death of the Son of God, as Scripture teaches 
so emphatically, 0 Oavatov tod Yiod adtod, scil. $eod. 7° Lutheran teachers 
therefore rightly reject the view that the Son of God mediante anima is 
linked to his human nature; 2°”) 

f. not a unio essentialis or commixtiva in the sense that divine and 
human nature, after their union in the person of Christ, formed only one 
nature or only one being. This kind of union has already been characterized 
and rejected above (p. 100 f.). Here it should be remembered that 


have the mediante anima (Zanchi, De incarn. Filii Dei I, 6). Also Klee (Kathol. 
Dogmatik II, 1, 441). Gerhard is right to speak out against the rationalism underlying 
this fiction of a "medium congruentiae": Venerari hoc mysterium et mirari, non 
autem extra Scripturae limites rimari debemus, jam vero de tali medio in Scriptura 
nihil revelatum. (L. c.) 

200) Rom. 5:10. 

201) Kromayer: Monemus, nos illorum sententiam, qui corpus anima mediante 
cum Filio Dei unitum fuisse volunt, nostram non facere. Si enim res ita se haberet, in 
morte, soluto sc. hoc vinculo, corpus cum Filio Dei non fuisset unitum, quod nec 
Pontificii nec Calviniani . concedent. (Theol. pos.-pol. I, 96 sq.) Baier: Etiam in 
triduo mortis, cessante licet unione naturali corporis et animae, personal tamen 
unionem illibatam mansisse credimus, ita ut corpus in sepulcro jacens Filii Dei 
corpus et anima a corpore separata Filii Dei anima revera fuerit. (IIL, 32.) 
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recent American Reformed theology now and then speaks as if the term 
"blending" were one of the expressions received in the Lutheran Church to 
denote the union of natures in Christ. Thus Hodge says: "They [the 
Lutherans] insist upon a 'communicatio naturarum.' And by nature, in this 
connection, they mean essence. In their symbols and writings the formula 
‘natura seu substantia seu essentia' is of frequent occurrence.” 7°?) The 
divine essence is communicated to the human. The one interpenetrates the 
other. They ‘are mixed' (commiscentur). They do not become one essence, 
but remain two; yet where the one is the other is; what the one does the other 
does. 7°» It should be said: Of course, it is Lutheran teaching that natures 
have real communion with one another, in such a way that the divine 
permeates the human, and both are always together and always act in 
community. This will be explained in more detail later. But neither Lutheran 
symbols nor Lutheran dogmatists recognize the expression "They ‘are 
mixed,’ commiscentur" as an adequate term for the communion of natures 
and ministries they teach. The Formula of Concord makes the absolutely 
correct dogmatic-historical remark "the ancient teachers of the Church 
frequently, [before and after the Chalcedonian Council,] employed the word 
mixtio,” mixture, but “in a good sense and with [true] discrimination,” 
namely to designate the unio personalis and the communion of natures 
which it implies, not merely nominal but real. But the Formula of Concord 
immediately adds: 

“And, nevertheless, no confusio or exaequatio naturarum, that is, a mixing 
or equalizing of the natures, is thereby introduced, as when hydromel is 
made from honey and water, which is no longer pure water or pure honey, 
but a mixed drink (mixtus quidam ex utroque potus). Now, in the union of 
the divine and the human nature in the Person of Christ it is far different. For 
it is a far different, more sublime and [alto- gether] ineffable communion and 
union between the divine and human nature 


202) This is of course also the case in the Reformed symbols and writings, 
because they still want to hold on to the doctrine of two natures. This is elucidated by 
Hodge’s own quote from the Confession of Faith (VIII, 2), where the terms substance 
and nature are used in relation to both natures in Christ promiscue. 

203) Syst. Theology II, 407. 
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in the person of Christ, on account of which union and communion God is 
man and man is God, yet neither the natures nor their properties are thereby 
intermingled, but each nature retains its esence and properties.” 0 
Furthermore, the Formula of Concord says: ““We have never understood the 
words ‘realis communicatio’ of an essential, natural communion or effusion, 
by which the natures would be commingled in their essence . . . as some 
have craftily... perverted these words and phrases in order to make the pure 
doctrine suspected.” 7°°) Among the antitheses, the Formula of Concord 
rejects, in the first place, the doctrine: "the human nature is mingled with the 
divine or is changed into it". ?°° Of course, these explanations do not satisfy 
the Reformed theologians. Although they must admit that the Lutheran 
symbols and the Lutheran theologians expressly reject the mixing of natures, 
they maintain with great agreement the accusation of mixing of natures or 
Eutychianism. The reason for this is that they apply the "Finitum non est 
capax infiniti" to Christology. According to Reformed doctrine, the finite 
human nature of Christ is not capable of his infinite divine nature, and under 
this assumption the natures must always remain separate both in their being 
and in their efficacy. If the Lutheran Church now teaches with great 
determination the opposite, namely that after the appearance of the Son of 
God in the flesh to destroy the works of the devil, the divine and human 
natures are never separate and act separately, but are always together and act 
jointly, the Reformed theologians therefore reproach the mixing of natures. 
Thus also Hodge justifies the reproach: "They are mixed" with the words: 
"Where the one [nature] is the other is; what the one does the 


204) F. C. 677, 18. 19 [Trigl., p. 1021, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 18—19] Also 
Quenstedt IT. 124. 

205) F. C. 688, 62 f. [Lrigl. 1037, Sol. Decl., VII, 62] 

206) F. C. 695, 89. [Trig. 1047, 89] 
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other does. The human is as truly divine as the eternal essence of the 
Godhead" (!), "except that it is not divine ex se, but by communication." The 
Reformed theologians will not withdraw their accusation of the 
intermingling of natures, which they raise against the Lutheran Church, until 
they have given up their zp@tov wevooc claim that the human nature of 
Christ is incapable of his divine nature. This should not be difficult for them, 
since they want to admit a real communion of the human nature of Christ 
with the Person of the Son of God, which is no less infinite than his divine 
nature. But this must be explained in more detail under the sections 
Communio naturarum [p. 133] and Communicatio idiomatum. [p. 146] Only 
here, in rejecting human substitutes for the unio personalis, it should be 
noted that Reformed and Lutheran theology have quite different concepts of 
the unio personalis. Frank has also drawn attention to this fact. 7°” 
According to Reformed theology, the unio personalis is such a combination, 
which keeps natures and their effects apart. According to Lutheran doctrine, 
however, the unio personalis of God and man is such a connection, whereby 
the natures are always connected both in their being and in their working. In 
other words, Reformed theology dissolves the unio personalis as soon as it 
begins to argue against the real communion of natures and their works in 
order to avoid the alleged "mixing" of natures. When the Heidelberg 
Catechism asserts that Christ is now on earth only according to the Deity, but 
not according to his human nature, it defends itself against the accusation of 
dissolution of the unio personalis by saying that the Deity is indeed present 
in all creatures, that is, by transposing the unio personalis into the presence 
of God in all creatures. 7°®) Therefore, in relation to the doctrine of Christ's 
person between the Reformed theologians and the Lutheran Church, it is still 
as Luther wrote: "They cry out about us that we are mixing the two natures 
into one being; this is not true. We do not say that divinity is humanity or 
divine nature is human nature, which would be the two natures mixed into 
one being, but we 


207) Theologie der Konkordienformel I, 259. 
208) Question 47. 48. [Google] 
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mix the two different natures into one person and say: God is man and man 
is God. But we cry out against them, that they separate the person of Christ, 
as if it were two persons. For where ... the works are divided and separated, 
the person must also be divided. 7°” 

g. Not a unio per adoptionem. The Spanish bishops Felix of Urgel and 
Elipandus of Toledo in the 8th century held the doctrine that Christ was, 
according to human nature, the adoptive Son of God (Filius Dei adoptivus). 
This doctrine has been rightly rejected as a Nestorian error, expressed under 
the name Adoptianism. It leads to the thought that there are two persons in 
Christ because the adoptee is and remains a different person from the 
adopter, and that therefore God dwells in Christ only in the same way as in 
all believers who are not children of God by their physical birth, but are only 
accepted or adopted by faith as children of God. *!° The man Christ, on the 
other hand, is the Son of God not only by faith, but from the moment of 
conception by being received into the person of the Son of God. Lutheran 
teachers therefore rightly reject the saying that Christ is Filius Dei adoptivus 
by human nature. Furthermore, in contrast to Adoptianism, Lutheran 
teachers have said that Christ according to human nature is Filius Dei 
naturalis in the sense of Filius Dei natus vel ab ipsa nativitate. [“Son of God 
born or from birth itself] 7!!) The matter is correct. But other Lutheran 
teachers have called this expression unsuitable because, in order to be 
understood correctly, it first requires an explanation. 7!”) The objection is 
justified. — Adoptianism was already rejected at the end of the 8th century 
at several synods (Regensburg 792, Frankfurt 794, Aachen 799). The main 
opponent of Adoptianism was Alcuin (+ 804). In the 17th century Georg 
Calixt defended Adoptianism. 7!» 


209) St. L. XX,945 f. 210) Joh. 1:12; Gal. 3:26. 

211) Gerhard, L. de persona., § 172; Quenstedt II, 214 8<z<z 

212) So decided Calov, Syst. VII, 274 sqq. Calov judges that the expression is 
well-meant, but badly chosen. 

213) The documents on the adoption dispute at Gieseler II, 1, 83 ff.; Schmid, p. 
222 ff.; Quenstedt II, 214 ff.; Calov, Syst. VII, 282 ff. See also Baier III, 41. 42. 
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The wnio personalis and the christological theories of the modern age. “ 

Already in the above description of the unio personalis, and especially 
in the rejection of the substitutes that were sought to take the place of the 
unio personalis, it was necessary to point out the Christological theories of 
modern times. We shall follow this up with a summary and clarification of 
the driving motives of modern Christological deformations. 

If we want to understand the Christology of the modern age, in so far as 
it has developed in contrast to the "orthodox" Christology, we must again 
remind of the fact that the theology of the modern age has lost the 
knowledge of the epistemological principle of theolo 


. Schleiermacher is regarded by her as the savior of the church from 
rationalism. Schleiermacher has been called "the reformer of the Church of 
the 19th century". But Schleiermacher has led theology from the barren 
stubble fields of rationalism not to the green meadows of the 

but into the mire of . He wants to 
develop the Christian doctrine from the "pious mind" or the "Christian 
consciousness". 7!4) The newer theology has followed this rejection in great 
agreement. The words have been changed. Besides the pious feeling, one 
speaks of the born-again ego, the consciousness of faith, the experience of 
faith, the Christian experience, etc. But it is always meant that the Christian 
doctrine in its "cognitive presentation" is not to be taken from the Holy 
Scriptures but from the interior of the theologian. 7!» The sad result of this 
method is taken by Horst 


214) Der christl. Glaube I, §§ 1-35. 

215) The admirers of Schleiermacher should not miss to read from time to time 
of the rationalist Bretschneider "Characteristics of the Schleiermacher system" 
(Bretschneider, Handbuch der Dogmatik I, 93-115). Bretschneider proves that 
Schleiermacher's system is in contradiction with reason in general and with itself in 
particular and also does violence to "evangelical history". Kirn too reminded (RE.* 
sub Schleiermacher XVII, 614) again of Hegel's polemic against Schleiermacher (in 
the preface to Hinrichs' philosophy of religion). 
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Stephan when he states: the extensive commonality of dogmatic principles is 
bound "with an almost endless abundance of differences in the application of 
these principles, as they are caused sometimes more by the religious 
individuality of the dogmatist, sometimes more by the degree of his 
scientific consistency". *!® 

This is especially true with regard to the teaching of the Person of 
Christ. In order to gain a kind of overview of this "sheer endless abundance 
of differences", we divide the theologians of the 19th century into two 
classes: those who explicitly deny the essential divinity of Christ, and those 
who still want to hold on to the essential divinity of Christ, although here too 
the line of demarcation cannot always be drawn with certainty. 

It is obvious that for all deniers of the essential divinity of Christ, a unio 
personalis of God and man in Christ can no longer be spoken of, whether the 
denial is from a pantheistic or deistic (unitarian) point of view. Whether one 
conceives of Christ as a moral genius or as a genius of feeling or as a genius 
of thought or as a genius of revelation (as a revelator of the 

.) or as a combination of several geniuses 
Christ is always conceived as a mere man with only one nature, human. The 
compliments that are paid to Christ the human being through "the flight into 
the absolute, the bad, the ideal, the unique", etc., are of no consequence. De 
Wette, for example, on the one hand, wants to have eliminated the essential 
divinity of Christ as a disturbing factor that "confuses" the doctrine of 
Christ's person; on the other hand, he urgently admonishes: "One should not 
be too meager in Christ's glorification and should not market things or use 
expressions". De Wette also wants to retain the expressions "Son of God", 
"God-man", "reflection and image of God"; but they should not express the 
essence and nature, but belong to "pious feeling". 7'®) This is also what 
Ritschl's "value judgement" is meant in contrast to the "being judgement". 
With this class of 


216) Friedr. Nitzsch, Dogmatik, 3rd ed. Edited by Stephan 1912, p. IX. 
217) Kant—Sehlemacher— Schaling, Hegel — Risch Harmek — 


218) De Wette, Dogmatik der ev.-luth. K., S. 129 f. Uber Religion u. Theologie, 
S. 216 f. 


217). 
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theologians there is an open break with the Christian doctrine of Christ's 
person and consequently of Christ's work. Christ is not the Savior of men by 
performance of satisfactio vicaria, but Christ is only the " agent " of moral, 
pious, intellectual, etc. Accordingly, Christianity does not consist in faith in 
the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ, but in an ethical and intellectual 
transformation of man. 

If we turn our attention to the theologians of the nineteenth century who 
still want to capture the essential deity of Christ, they share the view that 
Christology, as presented, for example, by Luther, the Formula of Concord 
and the old Lutheran teachers, is not sufficient for our time. Men like 

; Guericke, C. F. W. Walther, who also in the 19th century held on to 
the "church orthodoxy", were called by the collective name "repristination 
theologians". !°) In contrast to these repristination theologians, one strives 
for a Christology which is to represent a "supplementation", "deeper 
comprehension" etc. of the church doctrine. If we ask why further training or 
a deeper understanding of the "Christological problem" is necessary, we are 
confronted with the—historically incorrect 7?°_—assertion that in the early 
Church's presentation of Christology the human nature of Christ was 
neglected, that human nature was not given enough room for a "truly human 
development". One is not satisfied with the way in which Scripture and, 
according to Scripture, "orthodox" Christology makes room for the authentic 
humanity of Christ, namely by allowing Christ to renounce the use of divine 
glory in the state of humiliation. This biblical way of ensuring the authentic 
human development and the authentic human life of Christ is, of course, 
beyond the "possibility of thought" or "cognitive grasp" of modern positive 
theologians. It is beyond human understanding and is only grasped and 
recognized by faith in the fact attested to in God's Word. But because also 
the "conservative", "positive" etc. Theologians of the 19th century are caught 
in the strange self-deception that they can and, must elevate faith 


219) Cf. Loofs in RE.? II, 56. 
220) The details may be found in the Doctrine of the Estates. [p. 309] 
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to "knowledge", so they strive for such an account of the "genuinely human 
life" of Christ that corresponds to the "conceivability". Above this effort they 
diverge in two directions, into kenoticists and advocates of the 
autohypostatic theory. 

The kenoticists seek to gain the "conceivability" by letting the Son of 
God enter into the Son of God for the purpose of the Incarnation and in the 
same a reduction according to his divine nature. They allow the Son of God 
to discard that part of the divine attributes that, in their opinion, would 
hopelessly disturb a genuinely human life, namely the attributes that denote 
an activity directed outwards, towards the world, that is, above all, the divine 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence. The kenoticists seek to 
introduce the Son of God minus omnipotence, omniscience and 
omnipresence into the world. 77!’ Potentiated kenoticists increase this 
reduction to the extent that they let the Son of God discard the divine self- 
consciousness and the divine ego. 7?” Through this, however, the kenoticists 
seem to have secured for human nature more space for a genuinely human 
development, but at the price that, in their concern for humanity, they have 
lost the true divinity of Christ and thus the God-man and the God-manlike 
work of Christ. This has been very emphatically reproached to Thomasius, 
who is considered the father of modern kenosis. Nevertheless, Thomasius 
insists on his kenosis in the interest of "conceivability". He says: "I am able 
to hold both together, namely on the one hand the full reality of the divine 
and human nature of Christ, especially the full truth of his natural-human 
development of life, and on the other hand the full unity of his God-man 
person, not to hold without the assumption of a self-limitation of the divine 
Logos coinciding with the Incarnation; for without the assumption the 
presupposed unity of the subject does not want to reproach me." 7”) But 
Thomasius' "self-limitation of the divine Logos" found lively opposition for 
reasons of God's immutability—one spoke of a "halving of the Son of 
God"—and because of the obvious 


221) Thomasius, Delitzsch, Kahnis, Luthardt, Zéckler etc. 
222) Gass, v. Hofmann, Frank. Cf. v. Oettingen II, II, 47. 131. 134. 
223) Christi Person und Werk, 2nd ed., I. 543. 
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endangerment of the divine person and the divine work of redemption. As 
far as the "scientific" side of the situation is concerned, Kirn was also right in 
his last judgement that modern kenotic theory reveals rather than resolves 
the "thinking difficulties". °4) For however—quite apart from the Scriptures, 
which teach the immutability of God and show Christ even in the days of the 
flesh in possession of the divine attributes which according to the kenotic 
theory he is supposed to have discarded 7*>’—neither reasonable pagans nor 
thinking Christians succeed in imagining the essential God without 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence or even without a divine 
personality. 

The autohypostatics therefore try to lift the present "conceivableness" 
from another way. They want to completely spend the "Enhypostasia" of the 
human nature of Christ, that is, its reception into the person of the Son of 
God, and let the human being Christ form his own person. We would 
therefore like to call this class of theologians, following the terminology of 
the early Church (abtotzd0tatoc and avOvadotatoc, Idtocbotatoc) 
autohypostatists. Dorner wanted to keep the person of the Son of God and 
the person of the man Christ apart, at least for the beginning, by teaching a 
gradual growing together of the Son of God and the Man Christ.. Others, 
such as Seeberg and Kirn, carry out autohypostasy consistently; they reject 
from the outset the "two natures doctrine", that is, the doctrine that divine 
and human nature are united in one Person. They let the human being Christ 
form a separate person, not only for the beginning but forever, but in whom 
God is active in a unique way. This, however, seems to remove the difficulty 
of the truly human development of Christ. But we also ask again about the 
price we pay for the removal of the " conceivableness ". It is that the unio 
personalis of God and man, the incarnation of the Son of God, the 6 A6yoc 
opé éyéveto, is completely abandoned. For it is clear: If the divine Person 
of the Son of God remains extra to his human nature, then 


224) Grundrif, 3rd ed., p. 104. 
225) Also Ihmels turns against the modern kenoticists, Zentralfragen, p. 98 f. 
The details in the Doctrine of the States of Christ [p. 309]. 
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there can no longer be any talk of the Son of God becoming man. 

As Dorner has refuted Thomasius' kenosis, so Thomasius has refuted 
Dorner's initial personality of the Man Christ. If Dorner had asserted: “As 
long as humanity is still under age, the Person of the Logos is not yet the 
Ego of this man”, and: "For the beginning, the Logos does not yet 
communicate itself qua [by] Person or self-consciousness, it remains as long 
as the humanity still lacks the ability for receiving the Logos," Thomasius 
rightly remarks: " At first this man, according to Domer, is not yet God-Man, 
but the Logos merely works only in him and on him; only gradually does the 
unio personalis grow and complete itself... until at last the unio is completed 
and with it the full man of God. Until then— the time for this will probably 
be the Resurrection—the two sides will not yet coincide... Certainly, this 
theory is recommended by its manageability—but it remains incompatible 
with Scripture. For it knows ... . only of a (theanthropic) Subject . . . if 
otherwise the word of the apostle 0 Adyoc o&pé éyéveto [John 1:14: “the 
Word was made flesh’’] is true; if what the angel of the Lord testifies of him 
already at his birth: Xptot6c 6 Kdptog [Luke 2:11: Christ the Lord] and what 
the name Immanuel means is true. The view of Dorner is incompatible with 
all this. But the solution of Dorner of the problem is bought "with nothing 
less than the sacrifice of the genuine concept of God's Incarnation". 77° 
Thomasius' polemic increasingly affects the consistent autohypostatists who 
extend the state of affairs that Dorner only initially asserted to the Person of 
Christ in general. So Seeberg, whose Christology has become known in the 
United States by name through the "fundamental truths". It is very mildly 
expressed when Ihmels remarked with regard to Seeberg's teaching that it 
"leads past" the church's doctrine of two natures. 72” 

Seeberg fights the "doctrine of two persons", that is, the binding of God and 
man in one Person, as an outdated "formula" with the Socinian reasoning 
that the autohypostatic existence belongs to the perfection of the 


226) Christi Person und Werk, 2nd ed., II, 194 f. Also in relation to Him, 
Dorners theory refers to Joh. 1:14: "The Word became flesh", and adds: "Where 
would there be room for the assumption of a gradual process? (Central questions, p. 
99.) 

227) Ihmels, Zentraldogmen, p. 185. 
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man Jesus. ??8) He means: "Hardly anyone who today professes the old 
formula wants to say with it that ... the Godhead in Christ was a 'substance' 
or ‘essential'."”?”) Not the person of the Son of God with a divine ‘nature’, but 
"God's will, which leads the history of mankind to salvation, connected with 
Jesus from the first moment of his existence; it worked on him and 
penetrated his feeling and will. Thus the man of Jesus became the 'Son of 
God". The "eternal energy of love" of God "filled the human soul of Jesus, 
so that it became its content. This is the divinity of Christ"™°° Seeberg wants 
to replace the "old-church hypothesis of the two natures" with this teaching, 
and he expects us to believe "that the divinity of Christ in the sense of the 
New Testament is expressed here". In fact, in Seeberg's teaching there is 
essentially no more than the deistic doctrine of the "absolutely perfect man". 
Seeberg himself says: "It is the measure of the idea of mankind or of what 
man is to be in eternity, which is the measure of the man of Jesus. This man 
was what we hope to be in that world: God's instrument and God's organ, 
unrestricted, wonderful and limitless." Thus the second class of positive 
theologians sinks back completely to the standpoint of the Unitarian 
Christology by the acceptance of the autohypostasia of the Man Christ and 
its rejection of the "two natures doctrine". In order to make up for the lack, 
here too one flees into the wondrous, limitless, absolute, absolutely utter, 
unique, etc. One speaks of a completely unique, absolute, etc. activity and 
revelation of God in the man Jesus. One also refuses to accept "as if one 
wanted to put Christ on a par with Christians". One also asserts very 
earnestly that one holds on to the very core of biblical and ecclesiastical 
Christology. But in spite of all rhetoric only this doctrine of Christ's person 
ever comes out: Christ is not God and man, but a mere man in whom God 
dwells and works in a unique way. The unio personalis is translated into a 
unio per operationem, revelationem, etc. Between the union of God with the 
faithful and the union of God with 


228) Grundwahrheiten, 5th ed. p. 114 f. See against the Socinian axiom as 
applied to the Person of Christ, p. 86 f. and footnote 138. 
229) op cit, p. 115. 230) op cit, p. 117 f. 
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to the man Christ is no longer a specific difference, but only a gradual one. 
While the "orthodox" Christology oriented to the Scriptures ever and ever 
demanded that one thinks unio personalis and unio mystica as specifically 
different,”?” this branch of modern positive theology expressly demands that 
the connection of God and man in Christ is to be thought "according to the 
analogy" of God's connection with all believers. 7°” 

In recent times, however, there have been noticeable attempts to return 
from the unio personalis and the "two-nature doctrine". Ihmels is neither 
satisfied with the kenoticists (also not with Frank) nor with the deniers of the 
"two-natures doctrine" (also not with Seeberg). With respect to Seeberg he 
says: "Objectively, Seeberg's explanations in his basic truths of quite 
different orientation also pass by that teaching method" (of the two- natures 
doctrine) "even if he basically wants to hold on to the connection with it."77) 
But up to now Thmels himself still takes a vacillating position with regard to 
the "two-natures doctrine" when he says: "Now the whole way of teaching is 
undoubtedly not subject to minor difficulties, and our interest in faith 
depends on the divinity of Christ himself, not on a certain form of teaching. 
But the attempts we have received seem to me to confirm that the interest of 
the early Church, which one also wants to hold on to there, is consistently 
pursued, again and again forces us to take up that way of teaching, no matter 
how much it needs further training and even the expression of a two- natures 
doctrine is subject to serious doubts. There's no question about it: If Christ is 
not merely so-called God and not merely so-called man, but in the essential 
sense of the word both God and man, Lovoyevijs mapa matpdc and yEevopEvos 
ék yvvaikoc, then it is obvious that the expression "doctrine of two natures" 
is not "subject to serious misgivings" but is quite adequate. So the "two- 
natures doctrine" is not only to be "taken up", but the "two- natures doctrine" 
is to be taught completely and truly. This doctrine neither needs nor is 
capable of "further development", because no thought operations of the 
present or of the future can change the essential 


231) Quenstedt: Forma specifica unitionis plane singularis est, é€aipetoc kai 
Movotponos, prae ceteris unionum formis eximia et ab omnibus aliis exempta. (II, 
121.) 

232) Kirn, GrundriB, p. 104 f. 233) Zentralfragen, p. 185. 
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Godhead and the essential humanity and their being connected in the one 
person of Christ, as both are so powerfully testified by "reality" (the 
Scriptures). Seeberg also objects to the expression "nature" only because he 
does not want the thing designated by it, the homousia of the Son. Seeberg 
also criticizes the term "nature" only because he does not want the thing it 
denotes, the homousia of the Son. He says: Also the divine being of Christ 
seems somehow to have to be thought of as another, distinct, one besides the 
Father" ,?> while Christ quite explicitly rejects this thought when he says: 
Ey kai 6 matip ev eopev. >) More energetically than Ihmels, von 
Oettingen advocates the term "nature". After von Oettingen has first of all 
also addressed concerns about the expression, he continues: "But let us not 
argue about words! It is obvious that 'nature' here should mean nothing else 
but the ‘peculiarity’ as it is characterized by the respective 'properties' 
(idiomata == determinants of nature). What is said in the old Christmas 
hymn of Luther with the expression 'God of essence’ in a way that can be 
understood by every Christian man about the 'Son of the Father' who came 
into the world, corresponds exactly to that dogmatic term. Under this 
condition, if the basic theanthropological idea is to be recorded and made 
fully serious with the act of the Incarnation, it is possible, indeed, it must be 
possible to express oneself in such a way that in the unified person, that is, in 
the concrete “I” of the God-Man, the 'two natures’, that is, the totality of the 
‘characteristics’ (idioms), which characterize the Godhead of one and 
humanity on the other hand, must be united in a living way." 7°® And just as 
the expression "nature", if one does not want to argue about words, is not 
subject to any reservations, so is the expression "person", if one uses this 
term in the sense of the ancient Church, Augustana and the dogmatists. In 
modern times, especially in the treatment of Christology, a veritable storm 
has been raised against the expressions "nature", "person", etc. We are 
therefore prompted to recall here, in the Doctrine of Christ's Person [p. 57 
ff.], what was presented in more detail in the Doctrine of the Trinity. Just as 
Seeberg is against the expression "nature", so also against the expression 
"person". He means: "Science has changed, a 


234) op. cit., p. 122. 
235) Joh. 10:30 Cf. p. 62 f. and footnote 32. 


236) Dogmatik I, I, 50. 
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new, deeper understanding of personality emerged. The person once—in the 
Fathers of the Church—denotes the individual being, now the word means 
the spiritual being of the individual being."?>”) 


rhetoric. No one has ever thought of the "individual" without "the spiritual 
essence of the individual," because this is a logical impossibility. 


. Just as Ihmels still has reservations about the 
term "two-nature doctrine", so he still takes a wavering position with regard 
to the term "person". He says that the Christian faith, on the basis of God's 
revelation in the Son, must "take this Son in the closest union with the 
Father". By this he means that the Christian faith ascribes the same essential 
divinity to the Father and the Son. But from that Ihmels concludes: "Then it 
follows of course that the concept of person, if it is to be applied to the inner- 
trinitarian life of God, must not be understood in the sense of an individual 
personality. 778) According to this, it seems to Ihmels that the "individual 
personality" is not compatible with the unity of the divine being. But this is 
in principle the standpoint of all opponents of the Christian doctrine of the 
Trinity. They have ever claimed that the tres realiter distinctae personae and 
the unus Deus cannot be held. Ihmels does not want to mock with the 
rejection of the "individual personality", as Seeberg obviously does when he 
talks about the establishment of a heavenly family. °°) But everyone who 
rejects the "individual personality" eo ipso rejects the Christian doctrine of 
the Trinity. And this point of view will be taken as long as one does not 
simply want to take the doctrine of the Trinity from Scripture, but seeks to 
construct it "cognitively". Modern positive theology will only get back on a 
sound footing if it returns to the principle of Scripture, as it did in the 
presentation of Christian doctrine in general, and especially in the 
presentation of the doctrines of the Trinity and the Person of Christ. We 
believe that every theologian must agree with what Luther repeatedly 
reminds us: What God is "inside the Deity," he must tell us in His Word, 
since God dwells in a light beyond the reach of man, 


237) L.c., pp. 114 f. 238) Zentralfragen, p. 185. 
239) Grundwahrheiten, p. 122. 
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ws otkdv arpdortov. ” Anyone who in his statements about "the inner- 
trinitarian life of God" does not completely "wrap himself in God's Word", 
as Luther puts it, does not present the doctrine of the Trinity and of the 
person of Christ "cognitively", but imaginatively. Luther says: "Faith must 
adhere to the Word; reason can do nothing here but speak, saying that it is 
impossible and against itself that three persons, one each perfect God, and 
yet no longer than one God, and that the Son alone is man.” **” And again: 
"It is certain that God wants to be known by us here in faith, there eternally 
in seeing how He is one God and yet three persons; that is our eternal life, 
Joh. 17. For this purpose He has given us His Word and the Holy Scriptures, 
confirmed with great miraculous signs and works, that we should learn in 
them. For if we should know Him, He must indeed teach us, and reveal 
Himself against us, and appear; of ourselves we would not ascend into 
heaven and find what God is, or how His divine nature is done.” 74”) Walther 
used to remind the students in his lectures: "If in the teaching of God you do 
not take all thoughts from the Scriptures, but also give room to your own 
thoughts, then you do not know whether you are not blaspheming God in the 
most terrible way. Scripture now teaches clearly and unambiguously both the 
one God and the Father, Son and Spirit as GAAoc Kat Ka Ka GAAOG or as 
three “I”. 74°) But because teachers came out who denied the three selves and 
instead used three modes of action or revelation of just one self (dynamistic 
and modalistic monarchianism), the church teachers, in order to rule out 
error and to stick to biblical truth, have used the expressions vadotaotc, 
mpoowmnov, persona to designate the three selves after some fluctuations in 
terminology. It is still useful to the dogmatic-historical 


. 44) The expressions were also 
never and are also now still not "empty" or "without content", as Seeberg 
would like to indicate, but in former times as now everybody knows 


240) 1 Tim. 6:16, 241) St. L. Il, 1928. 
242) St. L. Il, 1923 f.. 243) Joh. 14:16 and others 
244) Loci 1599; De tribus personis, p. 86 sqq. 
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what is to be understood by "person", even if no man can grasp the actual 
nature of a person with his understanding [epistemologically]. Even the old 
Monarchians understood very well what was meant by the term person. 

. But they did not want the expression because 
they did not want the three biblical ego, the GAAoc Kat GAAOc Kai GAAoG We 
have the same situation today. People talk against the three "persons" of 
church doctrine because they want to translate the three biblical "I" into three 
wills, modes of action, aspects, potencies, forms of existence, etc. For this 
reason, even in our time, the definition of the Augustana is still sufficient in 
the face of error: “And the term person they use as the Fathers have used it, 
to signify, not a part or quality in another, but that which subsists of itself 
(quod proprie subsistit). They condemn all heresies which have sprung up 
against this article . . . also the Samosatenes, old and new, who, contending 
that there is but one Person, sophistically and impiously agree that the Word 
and the Holy Ghost are not distinct Persons.” [Trigl. 43, Art. I.] The same is 
said by the expressions of the dogmatists when they describe "person" as 
suppositum intelligens, substantia individua intelligens, etc. Ihmels, too, 
must state his objections to the "person" as "individual personality". The 
person is always "individual" if one does not want to understand him as 
"part" or "quality in another", that is, if one wants to give up the meaning of 
person._The "orthodox" teachers have worked through this article of 
Christian doctrine very carefully. On the basis of Scripture, they also present 
very precisely how the persons in God are different from human persons. 
Three human persons are always apart, but the three persons in God are in 
one another, as Christ testifies: Eyo ev to natpt kat 6 matnp év Enoi éoTtv, 
Jn 14:10; 10:38. Hence the dogmatic term evvaapéic, circumincessio. But in 
the intimacy of persons, the Son of God is at the same time so much an 
"individual personality” that not the Father and the Holy Spirit, but only the 
Son became man. **>) The inadequacy of the expressions "person", "nature", 
"being", etc., applied of God, was by no means hidden from the Church 
Fathers and the later teachers. Thus Luther says: "We have to use the word 


245) Cf. Luther, St. L. VII, 1540; also note 45 and the text to this note. 
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"Person" as the fathers used it. For we have no other, and means nothing else 


but a vadotaotc, a Being or Substance that is for itself and is God. That there 
may well be three distinct persons, but only one God or a single 
Godhead.” The Lutheran dogmatists say the same thing. On the one hand, 
they point out that, while the expressions nature and person are not entirely 
adequate, on the other hand, they argue that what Scripture says about the 
Father, Son and Spirit cannot be expressed better in human language than in 
the manner of speech: one God and three distinct Persons. 74” If modern 
theology were to return to the principle of Scripture, this would also silence 
the contradiction between the expressions nature and person. 

With the return to the principle of Scripture the truly hopeless confusion 
in the assessment of Christological deformities would also cease. It has 
become customary to speak of significant "moments of truth" even in the 
Christological "trials" which exalt the unchanging divinity of Christ and lead 
past the "two natures" and the unio personalis. So recently in the United 
States we have read the following judgment in relation to modern kenosis: 


ao and in relation to all Christological theories, including those 


that openly deny the essential divinity of Christ: "In reviewing these various 
theories, we can readily accept the elements of truth which they variously 
express. 748) But all these theories, in contrast to the clear scriptural doctrine 
of the incarnation of the pre-existent, eternal Son of God, are put into the 
world and fall under the scriptural judgment: " Every 


246) St. L. VIL, 1551 f. 

247) Chemnitz: Si quis cavillari voluerit, vocabula essentiae et personae non 
esse satis propria ad designandum arcanum illud mysterium unitatis et trinitatis, is 
sibi hoc responsum habeat, quod Augustinus dicit lib. 5. de trinit: "Magna prorsus 
inopia humanum laborat eloquium. Dictum est tamen tres personae, non ut illud 
diceretur, sed ne taceretur omnino. Non enim rei ineffabilis eminentia hoc vocabulo 
explicari valet." [Google] (Loci; De tribus pers., p. 39.) — Quenstedt I, 493: 
Necessariae sunt ejusmodi loquendi formulae non absolute, sed ex hypothesi tum 
declarandae opi-odo0éiag tum dignoscendae stepodoéiac. [“Such forms of expression 
are necessary, not absolutely, but for the purpose of declaring the orthodox faith and 
to discern heterodoxy”’] 

248) The New Herzog-Schaff Religious Encyclopedia, Vol. Il, 61. 63. 
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spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God”. 
249) Surely it is not that one can take out of the doctrine of Christ's Person one 
piece and teach the rest rightly, but the doctrine forms an indivisible unity. 


. And the one who indeed speaks of true humanity and true 
Godhead in Christ: of a true Being of God in the man of Jesus and of a true 
Being of the man of Jesus in God, but at the same time denies that the eternal 
Son of God and the Man Jesus are connected to one “I’—he teaches only 


error, even if he flees into the absolute and speaks of an "absolute", "quite 
unique" Being of God in the Man Jesus. 


. All substitutes, however, no matter under what name they are 
presented (unio naturalis, nominalis, per operationem, revelationem etc.), 
are to be placed under the heading of error according to the instructions of 
the apostle: Hav mvevpa o un opodoysi tov Inooiv Xptiotoév ev capkt 
ednAvbdta ek Tov Jeov obK OK soTtv. >) 


249) 1 Joh. 4:3. 

250) 1 Joh. 4:3. how unclear and fluctuating terms are used in newer 
classifications, can be seen, for example, in Kim's division into four parts. Kirn 
writes, Grundrif, p. 104 f.: "If we review the Christological work in the past and 
present, its main directions can be grouped in the following scheme: 1. Trinitarian 
Christology: Jesus, notwithstanding the true humanity in which he appeared and lived 
on earth, is at the same time, according to his most actual nature, unchangeably the 
eternal Son, who is of the same nature as the Father, the second person of the triune 
Godhead. 2 Kenotic Christology: During his earthly appearance, Jesus remains in a 
self-limitation of his divine power and his eternal self-consciousness, freely chosen 
for the purpose of his work of salvation, without, however, his essential divinity and 
his identity with himself being annulled by this change of his responsibility. 3 
Messianic Christology: Jesus belongs to humanity according to his self- 
consciousness as well as his other characteristics; however, he is God's absolute 
organ for the direction of his salvation counsel and equipped for this purpose by an 
unlimited communication of the Holy Spirit, which enables him to unconditional 
unity with God and 
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Finally, with the return to the principle of Scripture, “ Christology also 
become genuinely "scientific" again, if by science we understand—as it 
should be after all after all concession—a certain knowledge or the 
knowledge of the truth. Christ quite explicitly binds the Christian knowledge 
of truth to the adherence to his Word: 'Edv vusic pweivinte ev TO AOYO THO ELL 
... Woeo8e thy Gdijb-eiav. >) And Paul says of anyone who follows a 
different theological method, that is, does not abide by the words of our Lord 
Jesus Christ: Tetbq@tat, undév EMtoTAWEVOG, GAAG VoOwV EPL CHTNOELCG KAL 
Aoyouayiac. 2?) With these words the apostle denies every theologian, who 
in his doctrinal statements does not merely adhere to Christ's Word, 


makes him the head of God's church. 4. Prophetic Christology: Jesus, by virtue of the 
religious genius which he originally carries within himself, develops to the highest 
perfection and acts in his environment, is the unrivalled model of piety and as such 
the leader of humanity in all matters of God knowledge and religious life." Kirn 
judges these four "main directions": "The position described under 1. is basically 
limited to a statement of faith and is, as far as it does so, unassailable; but it leaves 
the need for a thoughtful explanation and mediation unsatisfied" (Kirn thinks that it is 
not constructed according to the "possibility of thinking"). "The 2nd tries to give such 
a possibility, but by doing so it reveals the conflicting difficulties of thinking more 
than it could trigger them" (this is very correct, as was explained above in the 
discussion of modern kenosis). "The 3rd undoubtedly has the broadest biblical basis; 
it also remains within the limits of religious experience by thinking of Christ as Son 
of God according to the analogy of the childhood in God of the believers" (this view 
lacks any biblical basis, since Christ according to his "self-consciousness" is not only 
the Son of Man, but also 6 vidc tov Sov tov Cavtoc, Matt. 16:16-17. It also 
contradicts the "religious experience", as the Christian does not think the Chastity of 
the Son of God of Christ "according to the analogy of the Chastity of the believers", 
as it is clearly stated in Matt. 16:16-17.) "It can only be questionable whether it also 
safeguards the uniqueness of Christ, which makes Him the Redeemer and head of the 
church, against all misjudgment" (this is not at all questionable, why Christ rejects 
the Christology of AvOpwot Matt. 16:13 ff.) "The 4" view contains more a general 
historical than a religious valuation of the person Jesus which corresponds to the 
salvation experience of the congregation". (To be said: 3. and 4. do not allow a 
personal unity of God and man to come about and are completely outside the 
Christian faith). 

251) Joh. 8:31-32. 

252) Tischendorf reads mpooéyeto, according to X [HEBREW character] 
Sinaiticus;, mpooépyetat, accedere ad, to accede to, Beck: to hold oneself to would 
make the same sense. Cf. for the place Huther, v. Soden, Beck, especially Wolf in the 
"Curae Philologicae". What Wolf says against Bentley is partly invalidated by the 
Sinaiticus. 
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the scientific character. Such a theologian is not filled with science, but with 

, TetUMa@TAL; he does not speak from the treasure of his knowledge, 
but as an ignoramus, as a pn émtotdhpEvoc; he is not in a healthy condition, 
but vooov mepi CytosIc Kai Aoyouayiac, sick of disputes and word 
bickering. The "disputes" of those who do not merely adhere to Christ's 
words are more closely characterized by the Apostle as "word bickering", 
logomachies, because all doctrinal statements except and beside the Word of 
Christ are mera verba, praeterea nihil. TIhmels says against Ritschl that "the 
absoluteness of the revelation of God in Christ" is only ensured by accepting 
the essential divinity of Christ. >) This is very true. If Christ is not God 
himself, but only a unique man, one must admit the possibility of a man 
appearing who is even more unique than Christ and who surpasses "the 
revelation of God in Christ". But also He, for His part, must go one step 
further. The revelation of God in Christ is only then unsurpassably 
guaranteed if he and all theologians who follow the same method give out 
their "experiential standpoint" and again present themselves only from 


Christ's Word which He gave to His Church. The matter lies quite differently 
ais ie the kingdom of nature only the facts 


are given, and it is left to natural science to comment on the facts. In some 
parts of the world, the plant Arica montana grows without God putting a 
label next to it, telling us what this plant is and what it is used for. It is only 
through observation, or "experience" that "science" determines where Arnica 
montana botanically belongs and that it medically relieves inflammation in 
wounds. It is different in theology. In theology we have not only facts, the 
"salvific facts" of the Incarnation of the Son of God, his historical life and 
work on earth, etc., but also God's commentary, God's label as it were, along 
with how these facts are to be understood and what they are good for. The 
Christian Church has this infallible divine commentary in Christ's Word, 
which Christ gave her through his apostles and prophets. Christ and his 
apostles therefore refer to this commentary as the only source and norm of 
the knowledge of faith and doctrinal statements within the Christian 


253) Zentralfragen, p. 96 f. 
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Church. We must always remember Christ's word: "If you keep my word, 
you will know the truth" and Paul's word: "If anyone does not keep the 
saving words of our Lord Jesus Christ, he is conceited and knows nothing. 
Just as for the scientist the facts of nature form the "world of perception", so 
for Christians in general and the theologians in particular the world of 
perception is not the facts of salvation per se, but Christ's word about the 
facts of salvation. Here nothing is left to human interpretation,’ but 
everything is interpreted by God himself in his Word, and therefore the 
general rule for all teaching in the Christian Church is: Et tic AaAst, a> A0yt0. 
§eov. 2°” As long as Christian doctrine, and in particular the doctrine of 
Christ's person, is not taken from the Word of Christ, but is to be "worked 
out" from the human experience, methodically everything is and remains 
turned upside down, the faith associated with Christ is dismissed, because 
according to Scripture this faith always has God's Word as its correlate,”>> 
and the whole Christian 


254) 1 Petr. 4:11. 

255) Also Eduard KGnig protested against "the new way of establishing faith" 
by "experiencing" "events" instead of the word of the prophets and apostles in his 
writing "The Christian's Act of Faith" (1891). Only K6nig should have taken the 
further step and proved that "the new way of establishing the faith" is a necessary 
consequence of giving out the inspiration of Scripture. If we do not have a firm 
scriptural word on which the faith is based, which is above all human criticism, then 
only a subjective-human foundation of faith remains, no matter whether it is called, 
"experience", "spirit", "reason", "science" or otherwise. That's why with the 
abandonment of the inspiration of the Scriptures this "new way of establishing faith" 
has generally come to dominate among the modern positive theologians. He, too, 
argues very vigorously against faith being founded solely on Christ's Word. He says: 
"The faith of the first disciples was not so" (by Christ's "self-testimony" or by the 
Word of Christ) "born. Rather, it grew out of the impression of reality under which 
the disciples were daily living. Even today, only the real faith in Jesus is Christ, 
which by its very appearance is imposed on man himself". (Zentralfragen, p. 89.) It is 
not quite clear what he understands by "reality" at the time of the first disciples and 
by the "appearance" of Christ at our time, through which the faith in Christ was 
"imposed", or is "imposed". But it is a fact that the faith that is connected with Christ 
is always born and maintained only through the Word of Christ. This was the case 
with the first disciples. John the Baptist came to testify that he witnessed of Christ, so 
that all might believe through him, Joh. 1:7. Through the word of Christ the faith of 
Joseph, Matt. 1:20 ff., of Mary 
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doctrine and especially Christology is not "theocentric” but 
"anthropocentric", that is, completely non-theologically oriented. But also 
with the scientific nature of theology 


herself, Luke 1:38. 45 ; 2:19, the shepherds, Luke 2:10-20. In the name of all the 
disciples Peter Joh. 6:68 confesses: "Lord, to whom shall we go? thou hast the words 
of eternal life", and Christ Himself testifies to His disciples Joh. 15:3: " Now ye are 
clean through the word which I have spoken unto you.” So completely was the faith 
of the first disciples based on the Word. The faith of all Christians has the same 
origin until the Last Day. Christ testifies that those who abide by His "Word" will 
know the truth, and that all the members of the Church will believe in Him "through 
her" (the Apostles’) "Word" until the end of time, John 17:20. Even Paul knows of no 
other reason for the origin of faith when he says: "How can they believe if they have 
not heard? But how shall they hear without a preacher? So faith comes from 
preaching, but preaching comes through the word of God", Rom. 10:14, 17. Of 
course, after "reality" has had its effect on the production of faith, he wants to make 
the testimony of the Word come into action. But he deprives even the subsequent 
testimony of its practical applicability by not wanting to have paid attention both to 
the individual statements about Christ's person and to "the overall attitude of the 
apostolic testimony". He says: "It is not at all only about the fact that individual 
divine predicates are attached to Jesus up to the extent that he is sometimes even 
called God. It is not only or even primarily details that are taken into consideration, 
but the overall attitude of the apostolic testimony with the confession of faith in Jesus 
Christ as the Lord. . .. Some conventional representations of Christ's divinity give the 
impression that the confession of faith in it is based on a more or less skilful 
juxtaposition of individual statements. That ... is above all fundamentally wrong." 
(Zentralfragen, pp. 88 f.) We know this way of using the alleged "whole of Scripture’ 
as the guardian of all the individual statements of Scripture and thereby actually 
muzzling Scripture itself. This is the evil Schleiermacher heritage. Schleiermacher 
says: "The citing of individual passages in dogmatics is something highly misleading, 
indeed in and of itself insufficient.” (Der christliche Glaube I, § 30.) Likewise, von 
Hofmann brought "the whole of Scripture" in contrast to the individual statements of 
Scripture. (Schriftbeweis 2 I, 671 f.) In his criticism of Hofmann's scriptural evidence, 
Kliefoth rightly called this juxtaposition of the whole of Scripture and the individual 
scriptural statements an "unworkable phrase". (Der Schriftbeweis des D. J. Chr. K. 
von Hofmann. Schwerin 1859, p. 32.) The "whole of Scripture" in relation to all parts 
of Christian doctrine and especially in relation to the Person of Christ can only be 
obtained by carefully compiling the individual statements of Scripture, naturally seen 
in their context. In so far as someone reaches the "whole" by other means than 
through the individual parts, he offers his own fabrication and amounts to no more 
than a disciple, but rather a critic of the Word of God. It has become the custom of 
the experiential theologians to speak as if the meaning of the individual scriptural 
statements 
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is also over. Firstly, because there is no recognition and knowledge of 
Christian doctrine apart from and in addition to the Word of Christ, but only 
imagination, as has been amply demonstrated. © Secondly also because 
theology, which has taken a stand on the point of experience, 
methodologically moves continuously in a circle. The circle consists in the 
fact that this method lets 'experience' be determined by ‘historical reality' and 
‘historical reality' again by ‘experience’. The "experience" is at once product 
and critic of the "historical reality". To give a rough but accurate example: 
the scientificity of this method is exactly on the same level as the method of 
the famous baron who pulled his horse and himself out of the swamp by his 
own bootstraps. Insofar as Schleiermacher introduced this method into 
theology, he is not to be called the "reformer" but the greatest madman of 
19th century theology. If we want to do our duty to the young students, 


could actually only be worked out of "historical reality" by specialists. In reality, the 
situation is such that all "historical reality" necessary for the understanding of 
Scripture is presented in Scripture itself through the context and is recognizable to 
every moderately intelligent reader or listener. (Cf. Luther, St. L. V, 335.) The 
historical background of the Scriptural statements is difficult to discern only by 
modern professional theologians, which is evident from the fact that they diverge in 
all directions in their determination of the same. This is because they are not 
concerned with the historical background or the beginning of Scripture, but rather 
with communicating their "experience" under the name of Scripture. With the 
abandonment of the inspiration of Scripture and the "new way of establishing the 
faith" that this brought about, we find ourselves back where Luther had to begin. The 
Pope says that Scripture is dark without the interpretation of the "Church". But 
modern Protestant theology, which has fallen away from the principle of Scripture, 
talks as if the meaning of the individual statements of Scripture could only be 
recognized from the "overall picture of historical reality", which can be determined 
by specialists. Both come to the same conclusion. Luther indicates the result with the 
words They say such things only because "they may lead us out of the Scriptures, 
darken our faith, lay and hatch their own eggs, and become our idol". (op. cit., p. 
336.) 

256) Luther's words in the Smalcald Articles belong here: "It is the devil himself 
whatsoever is extolled as spirit without the Word and Sacrament”. (322, 10 [Trigl. 
497, 10]) What the theologians standing on the experiential standpoint still 
"experience" right doctrine, they have actually not taken from the "experience", but in 
contrast to the wrong method they have forced themselves out of the Word of Christ. 
(Cf. Eduard KGnig op. cit., p. 70.) 
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we must, as much as is in us, destroy the delusion that the theological 
method is scientific, which wants to draw the Christian doctrine, and 
especially Christology, from Christian consciousness, Christian experience, 
etc., instead of from Christ's Word. We have rather to reject this method in 
the most decisive way than a kevt) azatm Katd THY Tapddoow TwV 
av8pomov, Katé Ta OToLsia TOV KOoLOD Kai Kai ov KATH Xpiotov [“vain 
deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not 
after Christ”] 7°” And finally: Why all the effort to "think" by abandoning 
the principle of Scripture and by substituting the method of experience, since 
one must finally confess: Non liquet. Schaff, who walks in Dorner's paths, is 
quite right when he says: "Even the imperfect, finite personality of man has a 
mysterious background that escapes the speculative comprehension; how 
much more, then, the perfect personality of Christ, in which the tremendous 
antithesis of Creator and creature, infinite and finite, immutable eternal 
Being and changing temporal being are harmoniously conjoined. *>®) Ritschl 
also confesses that the origin of a person like Christ is beyond all theological 
and scientific research. Even Seeberg, who deprives Christ of the divine ego 
and the divine nature in order to make true humanity see Jesus properly, 
finally takes up arms when he explains: "Regarding the special psychological 
and physical way of existence of humanity of Jesus, we must point out the 
limits of our knowledge. >”) So why not from the outset follow the 
theological method prescribed by Christ and his apostles 7 and recognize 
and teach the mystery of the unio personalis of God and man in faith in 
Christ's Word, which of course transcends all human thought, thus escaping 
a position that is just as contrary to Scripture as it is unscientific? 


4. The Communion of Natures. “ 
(De communione naturarum.) 
The reason for special treatment of the Communion of Natures. It should 
not be necessary, after having explained the personal union of God 


257) Col. 2:8. 

258) McClintock Cyclopedia Il, 278. 

259) Grundwahrheiten, p. 122 

260) Joh. 8:31. 32; 17:14. 17. 20; 14:23-26; 15:3. 7; 1 Tim. 6:3 ff.; 2 Tim. 1:13; 
2:2; 1 Petr. 4:11. 
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man in Christ, to deal especially with the communication of natures 
(communio naturarum). The communion of natures is nothing but and beside 
the personal union. When we have so far said on the basis of Scripture that in 
Christ God and man are personally united, we never meant anything other 
than that the two natures, the divine nature and the human nature, are united 
in Christ. There could only be no talk of a communion of natures in Christ if 
"God" and "man", used by Christ, were merely titles, that is, if God merely 
described a so-called God and man merely a so-called man. In this case not 
two natures but only two titles or names would be connected in Christ. But 
just as it is certain that God and man are not to be taken in this case in an 
improper, but in the actual or essential sense, so it is also certain that in all 
scriptural statements in which the connection between God and man in one 
person is stated, that is, in the so-called "personal propositions" 
(propositiones personales), the connection or communion of the two natures 
is directly stated. Teachers of the Lutheran Church rightly observe that, to be 
precise, communio naturarum does not follow from unio personalis, but 
coincides with it and can only be distinguished from it conceptually. Thus 
Baier says: Dicitur communicatio naturarum fluere ex unione personali 
nostro modo concipiendi. Quod enim realiter ab ea differat, non appare 

But why should the Christian doctrine of faith be burdened with a 
special treatise on the communion of natures? “ This is because the 
Reformed theologians in particular, while wanting to admit that in Christ 
God and man form one person, reject with great determination any real 
communion (realis communio) between divine and human nature. They want 
to admit a communion of human nature with the Person of the Son of God, 
but they declare a communion with the divine nature of the Son of God to be 
impossible, because finite human nature is not capable of an actual 
communion with infinite divine nature (Finitum non est capax infiniti). Thus 
Heidegger says: Assumptio haec (namely, of the human 


t 261) 


261) Compendium MII, 38. 
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nature) facta est non ad naturam, sed ad personam Filii. (“This assumption 
[namely, of the human nature] took place not with relation to the nature, but 
with relation to the Person of the Son.”] 7°?) George Sohn says at first quite 
correctly: Filius solus factus est homo, non Pater aut Spiritus S.. [“The Son 
alone was made man, not the Father or the Holy Ghost.”] But in order not to 
be in a position to admit a communion of the divine nature with the human 
nature, he separates the Son of God from his divine nature by adding: atque 
iterum persona Filii, non natura divina (factus est homo), si proprie loqui 
volumus. 7°) The Calvinist Lambert Danean (Danaeus) writes against 
Chemnitz: Nihil quidquam, quod deitatis ipsius proprium et essentiale est, 
ulli omnino rei creatae, qualis est humana et assumta a Christo natura, 
realiter communicari potest. [“But the Person of the Son, not the divine 
nature (was made man), if we wish to speak accurately.”] 7° The Reformed 
theologians are so serious about denying the communion of natures in Christ 
that they accuse the Lutherans who teach this communion of Eutychianism, 
that is, of the transformation of human nature into divine. In this—one must 
say fanatical—fight against the realis communio naturarum, the old and the 
newer Reformed theologians are united. Also Hodge rebukes Lutheran 
doctrine: "The capacity of human nature for divinity became the formative 
idea in the Lutheran doctrine of the person of Christ. 7 Roman theologians 
make common cause with the Reformed on this point. 7 The Reformed and 
Roman theologians must therefore be held responsible for ensuring that in 
dogmatics the communio naturarum is still treated in particular according to 
the doctrine of the unio personalis. It is in the nature of things that annoying 
repetitions occur here. In fact, both this section on the communion of natures 
and the following section on the communion of characteristics do not deal 
with anything new, but rather with one and the same thing three times, from 
different points of view. The personal union cannot be described without 


262) Bei Heppe, Ref. Dogm., p. 303. 263) Bei Heppe, op. cit. 

264) Examen libri de duabus in Christo naturis, 1581, p. 104. with Frank, 
Theol. the F. C. IIL, 324. 

265) Systematic Theology, Il, 410 sq. 

266) Busaeus: Nec re nec nomine in persona Christi aut communicatas esse aut 
communicari potuisse naturas earumque proprietates (Disp, de pers. Christi, th. 14; 
in Quenstedt II, 206.) Bellarmin also wants to limit the unio personalis to the 
communication of personality. (Lib. III de Christo, c. 8. 16.) Also A. J. Maas denies 
the communion of natures in Catholic Encyclopedia Ill, 169. 
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the community of natures and the communication of the attributes are 
described. Neither can we speak of the communion of natures and the 
communication of attributes without constant recourse to the unio 
personalis. This is, as I said, tiresome. Teachers and students rightly 
complain about the accumulation of material in the doctrine of Christ's 
Person. But this state of affairs cannot be changed as long as there are people 
who, while wanting to admit the unio personalis, fight against the communio 
naturarum and the eommunieatio idiomatum as false doctrine. 


Assessment of the denial of the communion of natures. “ 

By denying the communio naturarum the Reformed theologians 
contradict both themselves and the statements of Scripture. 

They contradict themselves. It really stands as Seeberg reminded us: 
“Whoever admits and believes the personal union of God and man in Christ 
has lost the right to speak out against the communion of natures and the 
communication of attributes.” 7°” That all Unitarians so resolutely reject the 
communio naturarum in Christ,” is, from their point of view, quite 
consistent. Since they call Christ only God, but deny him the divine nature, 
their Christology cannot speak of a communion of divine and human nature. 
They know only one nature in Christ, the human nature. Likewise it is only 
consistent that all newer theologians who let Christ's human nature exist as a 
person in its own right do not want to know anything about the communio 
naturarum or the "two natures doctrine". By attributing to Christ's human 
nature its own personality, they have, like the Unitarians, a Christ who has 
only one nature, the human one. The divine in their Christ is not the divine 
nature, but only 'a uniquely enhanced divine activity, revelation, etc. But it is 
different with the Reformed theologians. They do not want to call 
Christianity merely God, as the Unitarians did, but they attribute to Christ 
the essential divinity. 7°? They also do not want, like the newer theologians, 
to let the human 


267) Cf. footnote 22, p. 60 f. 268) Catech. Racov., qu. 97. 98. 

269) Conf. Helvet. II, 11: Filius est Patri juxta divinitatem coaequalis et 
consubstantialis, Deus verus, non nuncupatione aut adoptione aut ulla dignatione, 
sed substantia atque natura. 
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nature of Christ exist in its own right, but hold to the union of the divine and 
the human nature in one person, that is, to the doctrine of two natures. 7” If 
they nevertheless deny the real communion of divine and human nature and 
speak of a merely nominal communion, as far as the natures are concerned, 
we have before us a clear example of self-contradiction. Of course, they 
believe they have a sufficient reason for the rejection of the communion of 
natures, namely the axiom: Finitum non est capax infiniti. [“The finite is not 
capable of the infinite”] They point out that divine and human nature are 
incommensurable quantities. The infinity of divine nature is intended to 
make real communion with finite human nature impossible. But now it is 
stated that the person of the Son of God is also infinite, no less infinite than 
the divine nature. If the infinity of the divine nature makes its communion 
with the human nature impossible, then the same infinity of the divine 
Person of the Son of God makes its communion with the human nature of 
Christ impossible, and thus the incarnation of the Son of God is then 
declared impossible at all. The Reformed theologians must either abandon 
their opposition to the Lutheran doctrine of communion of natures, or else 
declare the real communion of human nature with the Person of the Son of 
God impossible. Every word they speak against the Lutheran doctrine of 
communion of natures according to the principle Finitum non est capax 
infiniti, they speak at the same time against themselves, namely against the 
still claimed communion of human nature with the Person of the Son of God. 
Already the Apology of the Formula of Concord [composed by Chemnitz, 
Selnecker, and Kirchner in 1583; or The Apology of the Book of Concord, 
CPH 2018] has clearly and sharply demonstrated the Reformed self- 
contradiction when it speaks against the Admonitio Neostadiensis: “Tf the 
Son of God could make it (human nature) capable of the glory which it 
assumed from Him in the unity of His person without the destruction of its 
nature, why should He not also have made it capable of participating in His 
majesty and glory without being destroyed? If it is not erased by the personal 
union, how should it be erased by the communication of the Majesty? 


270) L..c.: Agnoscimus in uno atque eodem Domino nostro Jesu Christo duas 
naturas, divinam et humanam. [We recognize in one and the same Lord Jesus Christ 
two natures, divine and human”] 
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Indeed, the personal union is just as unbelievable as the sharing of majesty if 
one looks at the principle Finitum non est capax infiniti, that is, “The finite 
may not contain the infinite.’ If from that principle one could deny the 
sharing of majesty, from the same principle one could deny the Incarnation 
itself, since the conclusion follows in one place as firmly as in the other.” 7” 
This argument of the Apology of the Formula of Concord is irrefutable. The 
same argument is rightly put forward by Frank against Danaeus. If Danaeus 
wrote with such great confidence against Chemnitz: Nihil quidquam, quod 
deitatis ipsius proprium et essentiale est, ulli omnino rei creatae, qualis est 
humana et assumta a Christo natura, realiter communicari potest, Frank 
quite rightly remarks: "Nor, therefore, the personality of the Logos, which, if 
anything, deitatis ipsius propria est. [it is proper to the deity himself] 7”” 

But above all, the Reformed theologians, with their denial of the 
communion of natures, are in direct contradiction with Scripture. The 
communio naturarum is directly expressed in all scriptural statements that 
deal with the Incarnation. If according to John 1:14 the Logos is described as 
He was described in the preceding (v. | ff.), namely as the eternal God and 
the almighty Creator of all things, that is to say including his divine nature, 
odpé eyéveto, not by transformation into but by entering into odpé, ev oapkt 
énAv9ac; 7” eo ipso, through this act of entering into the flesh, is taught the 
communion of the divine nature of the Son of God with the human nature 
into which he has entered. Furthermore: If the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
instead of the Johannine odpé eyévet o and ev oapkt nAdev says of the Son of 
God: petéoys tov avtov, scil, oapKdc Kai Kai aipatoc,?” he has become 
partaker of the flesh and blood of men, then this also directly indicates the 
communion of natures. No less is the communion of nature expressed in the 
words that follow directly from the words of John: 6 Adyoc odpé eyéveto. 
John says namely of the Logos become flesh and living among humans: ka 
EIeaodpEsa tThv S66Eav avtov Wc povoysevovs napa natpdc. If the divine d6fa 
[doxa] was visible in and upon the flesh, 


271) Apologie der F. C., fol. 62 f. [Apology of the Book of Concord, CPH 2018, 
p. 130]; cp. Frank, op. cit. III, 324. 

272) Theol. d. Konkordienf. III, 324. 273) 1 Joh. 4:2. 3. 

274) Hebr. 2:14. 
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radiating through the flesh, the divine nature was in true communion (realis 
communio) with the flesh. Furthermore: The 2av 16 zAnpw@pa tis SEdtTNTOG, 
Col. 2:9, is certainly a direct and emphatic designation of the divine nature 
or the divine being. The term does not denote a person without nature or 
essence, but the divine person of the Logos with all the fullness of the divine 
nature. But this entire fullness of the divine nature has entered into the 
human nature of Christ when the apostle testifies: Ev avtw - namely in 
Christ according to human nature—katoucet Tav To TANPOLA THs Sedt wos 
om@patucacs. If the divine nature of Christ "dwells" in his human nature, as in 
his o@ua, it is thus stated as clearly as possible that the divine nature has not 
only nominal but real communion with the human nature. The Reformed 
indignation, as expressed in Danaeus' words: Quid obsecro plenitudinis Dei 
praeter Deum ipsum capax esse potest? [“What, I implore you, can be 
capable of the fullness of the Godhead other than God Himself?’’] is an 
indignation directed against Scripture. 

The detailed nature of the communio naturarum. * But not only the 
fact, but also the closer nature of the communio naturarum is abundantly 
expressed in Scripture. Scripture describes the communion of natures as an 
interpenetration without mixing and transformation. 

When Scripture says that in Christ's human nature dwells the fullness of 
the Godhead bodily, ompatikas, it uses the connection of soul and body in 
man as an image to show the connection of the fullness of the Godhead, that 
is, the divine nature of Christ, with his human nature. Just as soul and body 
in man are not side by side but within one another, and in such a way that the 
soul penetrates the body, so too, on the basis of Scripture, the communion of 
natures in Christ is to be thought of not as a coexistence (ovvéigeta) but as an 
intimacy, and in such a way that the divine nature penetrates the human 
(meptympnotc). The penetration of the human nature of Christ on the part of 
the divine one has been recognized and believed by Christians on the basis 
of the Scripture statement Col. 2:9, before the expression mepty@pyots was 
accepted by the Damascene as church terminus. The intertwining of natures 
and the zep1y@pnoic also comes to the point when John, both in his Gospel 
and in his 
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first letter [John 1:14 and 1 John 1:1-3] reports that he and his fellow 
disciples experienced the divine glory (tv 56€av ws Lovoyevots mapa 
matpoc [“a glory as of the Only-Begotten of the Father’’]) in the Word made 
flesh, when it dwelt among them, that is, when they dwelt among them in 
His human nature (sisaodueia), heard Him with their ears (4knkdapEv), 
saw it with their eyes (Empakapev) and touched Him with their hands (al 
yeipes nov éynAdenoav). 7” This seeing of the divine glory and this 
hearing, seeing and touching of the eternal God in the human nature of 
Christ implies that the human nature of Christ was_permeated by his divine 
nature. 

But as clearly as the scripture teaches the intertwining of natures and 
TEP1Y@pNotc [permeation], it also teaches on the other hand that both natures 
remain intact, i.e. no mixing or transformation of natures takes place. When 
it says of the fullness of the Godhead the "dwelling" («atotkei) in the human 
nature of Christ, it teaches us that in this union neither the fullness of the 
Godhead was transformed into human nature, nor was human nature also 
absorbed by the fullness of the Godhead, but both factors remained 
unchanged and undiminished in this wonderful union, just as the soul of man 
dwells in him, without a transformation of the soul into the body or of the 
body into the soul taking place. The complete integrity of both natures in 
Christ, despite the most intimate penetration, is also expressed in Jn 1:14 and 
1 Jn 1:1-3. The humanity in which the Logos dwelt on earth (Eoxjv@oev) 
was not a phantasm, but a real human being, whom the disciples not only 
saw but also touched, who even after the resurrection still had flesh and 
bone. 7’° The complete integrity of the divine nature is expressed by the fact 
that John and fellow disciples saw in the human nature of the Logos not just 
an offshoot of the divine doxa or unique finite gifts (dona finita 
extraordinaria), but the real, true, divine glory, d6Eav a> Lovoyevovcs mapa. 
matpoc. According to this, two things are certain: |. The constant assertion of 
Reformed theology that in a true communion of natures (realis communio 
naturarum) neither the divine nor the human nature could remain unchanged 
is not taken from Scripture, but contrary to Scripture, it is 


275) Joh. 1:14; 1 Joh. 1:1 ff. 276) Luke 24:39. 
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taken from man's own thoughts; 2. The presentation of the Lutheran 
Confessions, on the other hand, according to which a real communion of 
natures is allowed in Christ and yet the natures remain unchanged in their 
essence, only reflects the statements of Scripture. 

To the presentation of the communion of natures also belongs the 
reference to a question that will be discussed in more detail later in the 
doctrine of the omnipresence of Christ according to His human nature. This 
is the question of whether the Son of God, after His incarnation, wherever 
He is, is in His human nature or has His human nature with Him everywhere. 
The answer to this question has indeed become characteristic of the various 
Christological trends. The Lutheran Church answers this question with a 
firm yes. It teaches that the Son of God, after the Incarnation, is man 
wherever He is, evoapkoc, incarnatus. This is expressed in the axiom: Neque 
caro extra hoyov neque Adyoc extra carnem. [“Neither is the flesh outside the 
Word nor the Word outside the flesh”] The Reformed theologians answer 
this question with the equally decisive no. They teach that the Son of God, 
even after his Incarnation, does not have his human nature with him 
everywhere, but only in one place. After his incarnation, the Son of God is as 
much within his human nature as he is within it, and even completely outside 
it. ?”” Lutheran theologians call this assertion briefly the "extra 
Calvinisticum". What does Scripture teach? If Scripture tells us about the 
Son of God that odpé eyéveto, we have no right to imagine the Son of God 
other than evoapkoc, incarnatus, as being everywhere in his human nature. 
The same idea forces Col. 2:9. If (katouxet) the whole fullness of the 
Godhead dwells in human nature as in his, then the divine nature is not to be 
thought of outside (extra), but in human nature, just as the human soul is not 
to be thought of outside, but in the human body. On the other hand, the 
Reformed side has noted that Scripture also speaks of God's "dwelling" in 
every believing person and yet at the same time allows God to remain 
completely outside (extra) the believers. Admittedly, Scripture often speaks 
in this way. ”8 But Scripture does not speak of believers either, for example 
of Paul or Peter, as it does of Christ according to His human nature, 


277) So also the Neustidter Admonition, c. 8, p. 279. 
278) 1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; 2 Cor. 6:16; Isaiah 57:15; Jer. 23:23-24. 
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that God became man in them, and that the whole fullness of the Godhead 
dwells in them ompatikac. So there is no other way: the scriptural 
statements about the Incarnation of the Son of God read as follows: wherever 
the Son of God is, he is to be thought of as evoapkos, in carne. As soon as 
one allows oneself the extra carnem with the Reformed, one lets the unio 
personalis go and puts it into the unio mystica and sustentativa. The 
Reformed theologians of old and new take this criticism very badly and call 
it unjust. But it is precisely by their defense that they prove the accusation to 
be perfectly just. In fact, their defense goes like this: even if the Son of God 
does not have his human nature with him wherever he is, he maintains his 
human nature in the one place where it is. The defense therefore maintains 
the unio personalis in such a way that it makes the unio personalis identical, 
that is, completely dismissed, with the being of God in all believers and the 
being of God in all creatures. Thus it has already been pointed out above,”’” 
that it is precisely the Heidelberg Catechism which defends the unio 
personalis by giving it up. Alting does indeed say that neither human nature 
outside the Logos nor the Logos is anywhere without human nature. But at 
the same time he reduces this connection to the mere sustentatio when he 
writes: Unio ista personalis in Christo facta est dd1aipétas, indivise respectu 
loci, ut nuspiam natura humana sit non sustentata a Ady, nuspiam Adyos¢ 
non sustentans humanam naturam, nec illa extra A6yov, nec A0yoc absque 
illa.[Google] *°° In contrast, the Lutheran Confessions state that the unio 
personalis does not merely imply the maintenance of human nature, but that 
it implies that the Son of God, wherever he is, does indeed have the human 
nature with him. Thus the Formula of Concord reads: “Wherever you can 
say, Here is God, there you must also say, Then Christ the man is also there. 
And if you would point out a place where God is, and not the 


279) Footnote 208. 

280) With Heppe, p. 313, as well as Bellarmine: Licet alicubi sit Verbum, ubi 
non sit humanitas, tamen etiam ibi Verbum est homo, quia Verbum ibi existens 
sustentat humanitatem uti suam et propriam, licet alibi existentem. (Lib. III; De 
incarnat., c. 17. [Google] Bei Quenstedt II, 192 ) The Jesuit Busdus: Divinitas 
infinitis locis est, ubi non est humanitas. [“Divinity is an infinite place, where there is 
no humanity.”] (Apolog., c. 7, p. 211; Cp. Quenstedt II, 200.) 
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man, the person would already be divided, because I could then say with 


truth: Here is God, who is not man and who never as yet has become man.” 
281) 


If one objects to this that the human nature of Christ is then to be 
thought of as very great and extensive, the answer is that the human nature 
of Christ as o@t1a [body] does not need to be one inch larger than the divine 
nature, since the divine nature does not have any spatial extension (moles 
[amount]). However, we can be taught by Scripture that the human nature of 
Christ, through its existence in the Person of the Son of God, has attained a 
divine, invisible mode of being, transcending the barriers of space, in 
addition to its natural, spatial and visible mode of being. Scripture clearly 
teaches this different mode of being. For example, when it tells of Christ that 
he left Judea, went back to Galilee and traveled through Samaria,”*” it 
attributes to him the spatial mode of being (localis subsistendi modus). But 
when it says of the same Christ that he came to the disciples tv Ovpav 
KekAgstopévev [when the doors were shut] 7°?) and agavtoc éyéveto éyéveto 
an', ovtov [He vanished out of their sight],7*”’ it attributes to Christ an 
illocal, invisible mode of being that is elevated above space. ** In order to 
be able to deny the invisible, above-space 


281) M. 693, 82 [Trigl. 1045, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 82]. Mentzer: Quicunque 
dicunt post factam incarnationem tov Adyov esse vel subsistere extra suam carnem, 
quocunque colore pingant, solvunt, quantum in ipsis est, unionem hypostaticam, 
quippe cujus definitionem (determination of essence) tollunt. Si enim unio 
hypostatica est ,inhabitatio' totius plenitudinis divinitatis tov Adyov in assumta carne 
..., consequens est, solvi unionem personalem, quam primum statuitur 0 Adyog extra 
suam carnem. (Disp, theol. de praecip. controv. in Academ. Giess. 1, 36; with Baier 
Ul, 37.) 

282) Joh. 4:3-4. 283) Joh. 20:19, 26. 284) Luke 24:31. 

285) Also already in the state of humiliation Joh. 8:59; Luke 4:30; Matt. 14:25. 
The Lutheran teachers execute according to Scripture: The human nature of Christ is 
subject to two acts: those which are common to it with all other people (actus 
naturales), such as being local and visible, moving locally and visibly, etc, and those 
acts which are due only to the human nature of Christ, because only it is personally 
united with the Son of God (actus personales), such as being elevated above space 
and invisible, etc. — Gerhard: Quia Aoyov vadotaaic facta est carnis vadotaaic, ideo 
caro per unionem modum subsistendi illocalem est sortita. Et quia Aoyov vadotaaic 
eo modo facta est carnis vadotaaic, ut non desierit esse quod erat, videlicet humana 
natura, inde jam oritur distinctio inter actum naturalem et personalem. Quaedam 
enim de Christo homine praedicantur 
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mode of being of Christ's human nature, Reformed theologians looked to 
John 20 for an opening in the closed doors, or in the window, or in the roof, 
or in the walls, to make it possible for Christ to come into the room where 
the disciples were gathered. 7®° It is obvious, however, that this reverses the 
scriptural statement into its opposite, because according to the context the 
emphasis lies precisely on the closed doors. Even Meyer, although he 
interferes with unseemly things, correctly remarks at this point: The text 
"points to a wonderful appearance which did not require the doors to be open 
and which happened while they were closed. 7°” f course, the Reformed 
theologians assure us with great agreement that an invisible, supernatural 
mode of being of Christ's human nature is not possible without destroying 
the reality of human nature. Lutheran theologians, on the other hand, rightly 
remind us that we can leave the care for the preservation of Christ's human 
nature to God, who in his Word reveals both the illocal mode of being and 
the reality of Christ's human nature. To the benefit of Reformed theologians, 
it is not surprising that someone might think that the illocal mode of being is 
not compatible with the truth of Christ's human nature. The disciples also 
had thoughts 


secundum actum naturalem, quae sci. ex principiis naturae constitutivis oriuntur et 
quae cum omnibus hominibus habet communia; quaedam secundum actum 
personalem, quae sci. ratione unionis personalis ipsi competunt. [Google] (De pers., 
§ 121.) 

286) Calvin, Inst. IV, 17, 29 and more. A detailed list of the Reformed 
interpretations of embarrassment in Quenstedt II, 634 ff. Cf. also K6cher, Analecta, 
p. 1281. Barnes (on Joh. 20, 19) says par excellence: "There is no evidence that Jesus 
came into their assembly in any miraculous manner", while Calvin still speaks of an 
admirabilis modus of entering in so far as Christ divina virtute removed the solida 
materia that stood in the way of his entering. 

287) While Meyer thinks that entering through closed doors does not prove 
anything for the "Lutheran ubiquitous doctrine", Holtzmann expresses the view: 
"Lutheran ubiquitousness probably comes even closer to the presupposed facts than 
the Calvinist assumption of a miraculous opening of the doors. But here it is not first 
of all about the "ubiquity", but about the illocal way of being of the human body of 
Christ, and that is clearly taught here, if one does not want to reinterpret the closed 
doors into open doors. 
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when the Lord suddenly entered their midst with the doors closed. They 
thought they saw a spirit. They “supposed that they had seen a spirit” 
(xvebpa. 78%), But the Lord corrects their Christology with the words, “Why 
are ye troubled? And why do thoughts arise in your hearts?” and he 
convinces them that he has a true human nature, despite His entering with 
the doors closed cdpKa kai dotéa. The disciples believed Christ. All 
theologians, including the Reformed, should do the same. The Formula of 
Concord rightly reproaches the Reformed theologians that “according to 
their thoughts or from their own argumentations [argumentationibus] or 
proofs, they wish to measure and calculate of what the human nature in 
Christ could or should be capable or incapable without becoming 
annihilated.” [Zrigl. 1033, 52] In positive terms, the Formula of Concord 
adds: “The best, most certain, and surest way in this controversy is this, 
namely, that what Christ has received according to His assumed human 
nature through the personal union, glorification, or exaltation, and of what 
His assumed human nature is capable (praetor et supra) beyond the natural 
properties, without becoming annihilated, no one can know better or more 
thoroughly than the Lord Christ Himself; and He has revealed it in His 
Word, as much as is needful for us to know of it in this life. Now, everything 
for which we have in this instance clear, certain testimonies in the Scriptures, 
we must simply believe, and in no way argue against it, as though the human 
nature in Christ could not be capable of the same."8” The illocal nature of 
Christ's human nature needs further consideration in the question of whether 
the praesentia divina is communicated to Christ's human nature. 

But it is fair to remind at the end of this section that the Reformed 
theologians themselves are taking back their fight against the realis 
communio naturarum. They do so where they teach that the divine nature of 
Christ gives infinite redemptive value to the suffering of His human nature. 
Thus even the Neustadt Admonition says not only of the divine person, but 
of the divine nature of the Son of God: Addit hanc dignitatem suae victimae, 
quam offert Patri pro nobis, ut sit Avtpov et pretium sufficiens pro totius 


288) Luke 24:37, 289) Miiller, 685, 52. 53. 
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mundi peccatis, aequipollens poenis aeternis. [Google] 7” This conferring 
of value by divine nature naturally presupposes the realis communio of 
divine nature with human nature. Thus practice drives to the withdrawal of 
false theory. The so vehement official fight of the Reformed theologians 
against the real communion of natures, while at the same time accepting the 
unio personalis, is one of the strangest aberrations of the human mind that 
has arisen from the party spirit. 


5. The Communication of Attributes. * 
(De communicatione idiomatum. ) 

There has been much debate within the Christian church about the 
communication of attributes of both the union of God and man to one 
Person. When Luther begins the lament "that the loving and blessed joy" (in 
the Incarnation of the Son of God) "must be prevented and spoiled", he 
thinks primarily of the disputes over the communication of attributes. 7°” 
Some preliminary remarks are in order here. 

First of all, it is necessary to recall what is, has been and still is 
understood by the term "attributes" (idiomata). By " attributes" we do not 
only mean attributes in the narrower sense of what divine and human nature 
are in their essence: eternal—temporal, infinite—finite, etc., but also 
everything that the natures do in their essence and suffer according to them 
(actiones et passiones), 1.e.: to create—to be created, to give life—to lay 
down life, etc. The Formula of Concord also precedes its argument about the 
communication of attributes by an explanation of what it understands by " 
attributes ": "We believe, teach and confess that to be omnipotent, eternal, 
infinite, everywhere, especially, natural, that is, to be present for oneself 
according to the nature and its natural essence, to know all things are 
essential attributes of the divine nature, which will never again become 
essential attributes of the human nature in eternity. On the other hand: to be a 
bodily creature or creature, to be flesh and blood, to be finite and, to 
paraphrase, to suffer, to die, to go up and down, from a 


290) Admon. Neos,, p. 75; Frank III, 326. 
291) St. L. XVI, 2231. 
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place to which others move, hunger, thirst, frost, heat and the like are 
characteristics of human nature, which never become characteristics of 
divine nature. °°”) 

Above all, however, it must be remembered here again that the 
communication of attributes does not constitute a separate doctrinal article. 
One has spoken of the communication of the attributes as the "outermost 
point" of the doctrine of the Person of Christ. But this is not factually correct. 
Like the doctrine of the communion of natures, the doctrine of communion 
or communication of attributes does not go beyond the doctrine of the unio 
personalis, and the propositiones idiomaticae, that is, the sentences which 
express the communication of attributes, are completely identical in fact to 
the propositiones idiomaticae, that is, to the sentences which describe the 
unio personalis, for example, "God is man" and "man is God". Luther rightly 
reminds us of this point again and again when he speaks of the 
communicatio idiomatum. The matter stands as it is: If the Son of God is a 
man, and not a mere pretence, a phantasm, but a real man endowed with 
human attributes, then with His being human He also has the whole range of 
human attributes, that is, everything that human nature is, does and happens 
to, that is, being a creature, in which time is born, suffers, dies, rises, sits at 
the right hand of God, returns visibly, etc. This is also where the clear 
statements of Scripture are to be found. Just as the Scripture says about the 
Son of God being human, oapé éyéveto,””” so also the human attributes, 
human birth and human submission to the Law, yevépevoc ek yvvatKoc, 
YEVOLEVOS v16 voLOV, suffering and death, tov Kdplov THs 66ENs 
éotavpwoav, o Sivatoc Tov viov Tov Tov Ysov. 7°) Whoever maintains that 
these human attributes do not really and truly belong to the Son of God, 


292) M. 676, 9-10; 545, 3-4 [Trigl. 1017, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 9-10 ; cp. also 
Trigl. 819, Epit., VII, 7-8]. Quenstedt: Sumitur vox Id1mpatov vel stricte pro ipsis 
proprietatibus naturalibus vel late, quatenus ipsas etiam operationes, per quas 
proprietates proprie dictae sese exserunt, comprehendit. Hoc loco in latiori 
significatu accipiuntur propria sive idiomata, ita ut praeter proprietates stricte sic 
dictas etiam actiones et passiones, evepynuata Kai amotedéopata ambitu suo 
comprehendat, quia idiomata per évepysiac et anotedéopata se exserunt. (II, 134.) 

293) Joh. 1:14. 294) Gal. 4:4-5; 1 Cor. 2:8; Rom. 5:10. 
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but finds here a mere figure of speech (praedicatio verbalis), he must either 
make out of the Man Christ a mere illusory man without human attributes or 
take the Man Christ out of the personal relationship with the Son of God, 
that is, dissolve the unio personalis. Thus the propositiones idiomaticae, 
which say human attributes of the Son of God, coincide objectively with the 
propositionio personalis: "God is man.” The same situation comes before 
our eyes when we pay attention to the statements of Scripture in which 
divine attributes are expressed of the Man Christ. If the Son of Man is not 
merely a merely in name God but God in the essential, God in the essential, 
metaphysical sense of the Word, then he—the Son of Man—is also endowed 
with the whole range of divine attributes, that is, eternity, divine power, 
divine knowledge, divine presence, divine honor, etc., along with the divine 
nature. There again are the clear statements of Scripture. As the Scripture 
says about the Son of Man being God, 5 vidc tov Cavtos Sov,” and the 
divine nature, 5 ov ent mavtwv $e," so also the divine attributes such as 
eternity, GvaPaivev Smov hv to mpdtepov,””” the birth from the Father, 
LOVvoyEvi|s ape matpdc,”"® the divine power and presence, 'E560n poi nica 
éCovoia Ev OVPAVA Kai Emi Tis Yijc . . . Ey@ pE8’ Dudv sipt Tdoas Ths NUEpaAs 
EWS Tis OvvTEAEiAs TOD aidvos, [“AII power is given unto Me... Iam with 
you alway.”] 7°?) Whoever wanted to assert that these divine attributes do not 
really and truly belong to the Son of Man would either have to make the Son 
of God a God in name only who has no divine being and no divine attributes 
at all, or else take the Son of God out of the unio personalis, that is, dissolve 
the unio personalis. 

But, why explain something so self-evident in more detail and even—as 
the Formula of Concord does *°°—talk about three kinds of communication 
of attributes? This is because the following strange things have happened 
within the Christian Church: a. It has been admitted that the Son of God 
became man, that is, the unio personalis and the doctrine of two natures have 
been conceded, but nevertheless separated the Son 


295) Matt. 16:16. 296) Rom. 9:5. 297) Joh. 6:62. 

298) Joh. 1:14. 299) Matt. 28:18-20. 

300) Formula of Concord, Art. VIII, § 36 ff., p. 681 ff. [Trig/. 1027, F. C., Sol. 
Decl., VIII, 36 ff.] 
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of God from the characteristics of his human nature, for example from the 
birth from Mary and the suffering and death, with the assertion that it is 
impossible, even blasphemous, to let the Son of God really (realiter) 
participate in these human attributes. So Nestorius, Zwingli, etc. b. Although 
it has been admitted that the Son of Man is the essential Son of God, that is, 
that he is the unio personalis of God and man, and that he is also granted the 
communion of human nature with the divine Person of the Son of God, the 
Son of Mary has been separated from the divine attributes of the Son of God, 
with the assertion that human nature is not at all capable of this participation, 
for example in divine power or even in divine presence. So say the Reformed 
and Roman theologians. Therefore, they c. also denied that the divine and 
human nature work together in a God-hman act what is peculiar to them. For 
example, it has been claimed that the man Christ performed miracles no 
differently than did the prophets and apostles. Since from these contradictory 
positions very strong attacks have been and are still being made on the 
doctrine of Sacred Scripture,*°” there is unfortunately a need to insert into a 
textbook of dogma a more detailed treatise on the communication of 
attributes. Indeed, all those who administer the public ministry in the 
Christian Church should be able not only to present the right doctrine, but 
also Tous avtiéyovtac éAéyyetw and émiotopiCer. [“convince the gainsayers 
... Whose 

mouths must be stopped” 


i 302) 


The three ways [Genera] of the Communication the Attributes. 

The Formula of Concord and, according to its pattern, the majority of 
Lutheran dogmatists distinguish three types (tria genera) of communication 
of attributes. This tripartition has been criticized as unnecessary and 
confusing, at least as cumbersome. *”) We have also always regretted that it 
had to be introduced. But it is not arbitrary, but historical and therefore 
factual, as will be seen more clearly in the following. Incidentally, the 
Lutheran 


301) From the Neustadt Admonition down to Hodge, Shedd and Bohl. 

302) Tit. 1:9-11. 

303) De Wette, Dogm. d. luth. K., § 65 Luthardt, Die chriftl. Glaubensl., p. 362; 
Komp. d. Dogmatik, 10th ed., p. 209 Zéckler, Handbuch II, p. 129. 
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teachers did not insist on the triple number as recent accounts of dogmatic 
history would have it, and it should not be credited to Brochmand as a proof 
of independence that he dared to speak of a fourth genus. >) Quenstedt not 
only refers to the fact that Lutheran teachers counted two, three and four 
ways of communicating the attributes, but also explains that the different 
counting is indifferent, and that it is only a different method of teaching. 
Similarly, Quenstedt points out that among the Lutheran teachers who are 
divided into three, without any difference in doctrine, there is a different 
external order of the three genera. *°© It certainly does not matter in how 
many classes one arranges the scriptural statements that express the 
communication of the attributes externally. But everything depends on 
leaving the statements of Scripture as they are and not under the pretence 
that the attributes do not fit the subject, on pointing to human opinion by 
exchanging subjects and by changing subject and predicate (Nestorius, 
Zwingli). One could also take genus in the communication of the attributes 
by saying: The Scriptures ascribe to the wonderful 


305) 


304) RE. Il, 414. 

305) H, 134 sq.: Communicationis idioinatum certi et distincti gradus dantur. 
Quia vero quaestio de numero graduum vel generum communicationis idiomatum 
non ad fidem eiusque constitutionem, sed ad tponov naideiacg et methodum docendi 
pertinet, hinc alii duo, alii tria, alii quatuor idiomatum genera constituunt. B. 
Menzero in Anti-Marcionio, p. 10 sq., placet_bimembris divisio. Tubingenses, ut 
Hafenrefferus, Itemque Brochnmnnus et alii, idiomata ad quaternarium numerum 


redigunt, propositiones primi generis in duas classes distinguentes. .. . Plerisque 
tamen nostris theologis ternarius arridet numerus. ... . . [Google] 


306) Quenstedt II, 134 ff: In recensendis et explicandis hisce tribus 
communicationis idiomatum generibus, theologi nostri variant; alii sequuntur 
ordinem doctrinae, alii ordinem naturae. Ordinem doctrinae sequuntur D. 
Chemnitius, Formula Concordiae, et D. Aeg. Hunnius. Hi enim communicationem 
actionum officii, utpote faciliorem et minus controversam, praeponunt 
communicationi maiestatis, quae maxime controversa et copiosius explicanda sit. 
Ordinem vero naturae sequitur B. Gerhardus, aliiqui plurimi, praeponuntque 
communicationem maiestatis communicationi actionum officii, quia illa hanc natura 
praecedit, quem ordinem et nos observabimus. In hoc autem naturae ordinfe primas 
tenet idionotnoic, appropriatio, secundas petanoinoic sive communicatio maiestatis 
et tertias Kotvomoiyois sive KoIvevia anotedeapatw@v, communicatio actionum officii. 


[Google] 
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Person of the God-Man both the whole range of divine and the whole range 
of human attributes. But one would then again be compelled to make 
subdivisions, because on closer inspection it turns out that the divine and the 
human predicates are not expressed in the same way or in the same way by 
the person of the God-man. The Formula of Concord also draws attention to 
this when it says: "For propositiones or praedicationes, that is, how one 
speaks of the person of Christ, of the same natures, do not all have one and 
the same way, and when they are spoken of without due distinction, doctrine 
is confused and the simple-minded reader is abundantly misled."*°” It cannot 
often be sufficiently recalled that the doctrine of Scripture has been made 
difficult and complicated by the communication of attributes only through 
the rationalistic objections of the Reformed theologians in particular. 
Although the Scriptures clearly state that the Son of God suffers and dies and 
attributes to Christ divine attributes given in time according to human nature, 
the Reformed theologians operate with reasons of impossibility: the Son of 
God could not suffer and die without the transformation of the Godhead into 
mankind, and Christ's human nature could not be given divine attributes 
without the destruction of human nature. Under the Christian semblance of 
saving the glory of God and the truth of human nature, they fight against 
Scripture and confuse Christianity. The simple Reformed Christian and also 
the Reformed theologian, in so far as he is a Christian, believes all three 
genera communicationis idiomatum of the Formula of Concord and the 
Lutheran teachers. The Reformed Christian believes the Scripture: "The 
blood of Jesus Christ, His Son, cleanseth us from all sin."2°8) With this he 
believes three things: |. that the blood of Christ, i.e. the blood of the human 
nature, is the blood of the Son of God, 2. that the cleansing of sins, i.e. divine 
power, is due to the blood of Christ, i.e. Christ also according to his human 
nature, 3. that therefore both natures work together in one God-Man 
[theanthropic] act. But these are exactly the three ways of communicating 
the attributes which are described by the Formula of Concord and 


307) M. 681, 35 [Zrigl. 1037, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 35] 308) 1 Joh. 1:7. 
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the Lutheran teachers (genas idiomaticum, genns maiestaticum, genus 
apotelesmaticum). God has also made the doctrine of the communication of 
characteristics simple. But people seek many arts. And it is to these arts that 
we owe the burden of dogmatics with the following three sections. 


First genus of communication of Attributes (genus idiomaticum). * 
Nestorius very decidedly separated the Son of God both from being born 

of the Virgin Mary and from suffering and dying, when he denied Mary the 
predicate $eotdKoc [Mother of God] and claimed: “I cannot worship a God 
who is born, died and is buried.” Nestorius is so serious about this separation 
that he accuses of pagan doctrine all those who relate the birth from Mary 
and the suffering and dying to the Son of God, and he puts the anathema on 
them because they transformed God into a human being. In order to keep the 
divinity of the Logos intact, he said, one must relate birth from the Virgin 
and suffering and death not to the Logos himself, but only to humanity, 
whom the Logos used as dwelling place. 3!° Zwingli is Nestorius redivivus. 
He too separates the Son of God from suffering and death, and demands that 
suffering and death be related to human nature alone. Admittedly, Scripture 
speaks in such a way that it ascribes suffering and death to the whole person 
(Christ, Son of Man, Son of God); but these scriptural statements, according 
to Zwingli, must be "sent into the right sense" by adopting the figure of 
speech "all6osis," in such a way that one makes an substitution 


309) Cf. the documents note 177. 178 and the execution p. 102. 

310) Anathematisms I.: Si quis eum, qui est Emmanuel, Deum, Verbum esse 
dixerit et non potius nobiscum Deum, left to right. inhabitasse eam quae secundum 
nos est naturam per id quod unitus est massae nostrae, quam de Maria' virgine 
suscepit; matrem etiam Dei Verbi et non potius ejus, qui Emmanuel est, sanctam 
virginem nuncupaverit ipsumque Dei verbum in carnem versum essense (this is 
Nestorius' conclusion), quam accepit ad ostentationem deitatis suae, ut habitu 
inveniretur ut homo, anathema sit. VII: Si quis hominem, qui de virgine creatus est, 
hunc esse dixerit unigenitum, qui ex utero Patris ante luciferum natus est... s. X.: Si 
quis illud in principio .verbum pontificem et apostolum confessionis nostrae factum 
esse seque ipsum obtulisse pro nobis dicat et non Emmanuelis esse apostolatum 
potius dixerit ... Deo (piae Dei sunt, et homini quae sunt hominis non deputans, a. s. 


[Google] 
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of the subject to suit its predicate. If the predicate is suffering and death, only 
human nature must be used in the subject for "Christ" or "Son of Man" or 
"Son of God". If the predicate is "giving life", "right food" (as in the words 
of Jn 6:55: H odo pov GAnb'dc EoT1 Bpwotc), then one must substitute for 
flesh the divine nature. According to Zwingli, this exchange must be made 
"or else we would be caught up in the greatest heresies that have ever been". 
Zwingli gives Luther, who did not want to accept these permutations, the 
following private lesson: “Don’t you see, my dear Luther, how the most 
precious words pertaining to the eternal deity and true humanity of Jesus 
Christ must be interpreted according to their right meaning by figures and 
tropes so that they do not violate the faith?” and addressing the large 
audience, Zwingli continues: "Pious Christian, do not let yourself be seduced 
by such superstition!" (Luther’s) “They [Zwingli’s opponents] are word 
warriors, whose nobility is easily broken, if one gets to the bottom of the 
truth and looks at the right sense and keeps well the art of figurative speech 
and the tropology."2!) In the same way, in Calvin's work there is a complete 


separation 


311) Zwingli's answer to Luther's writing: "That these words" etc., printed in 
Luther's Werke, St. Louis Ed. XX, 1192 ff. Zwingli says here about the alloeosis and 
its application: "Know that the figure called alloeosis (counter-exchange may be 
rather translated for us) is innumerably used by Christ himself; and is the figure, as 
much as it serves here, an exchange or counter-exchange of two natures which are in 
one person, but since one calls one and understands the other, or calls what they both 
are, and yet only understands them as one". As an example Zwingli mentions: "When 
Christ says Luke 24:26: “Ought not Christ to have suffered these things and to enter 
into His glory?”; here Christ is taken for human nature alone, which may suffer and 
die, but not the divine nature. .. And Matt. 20: "And the Son of Man is given to the 
priests and scribes" etc. Here the Son of Man is actually taken for human nature, for 
the latter may be given and killed, but the divine not at all. . . Joh. 1: 'The Word 
became flesh' or 'God became man' is to be understood correctly by the counter- 
exchange, that is: If God may become nothing at all, or he would be imperfect, then 
this Word may not be understood at first sight, but must have the meaning: Man has 
become God, that is, that what is said of the Godhead, that He has become man, 
should be understood by mankind through the reciprocal exchange. In his Amica 
exegesis Zwingli speaks about alloeosis in this way: Est dAAoiwoic, quantum huc 
attinet, desultus vel transitus ille axxt si mavis permutatio, qua de altera in Christo 
natura loquentes alterius vocibus utimur. Ut cum Christus ait: 
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of the Son of God from the suffering and dying of human nature when he 
says that Christ's merit as the merit of a human being has no value in itself, 
but acquires its value through the fact that Christ was predestined to be 
Savior. 3'?) Also the later Reformed theologians, as will be shown below, 
come back again and again to Zwingli's alloeosis in their "explanations" of 
the scriptural statements in which suffering and death are attributed to the 
Son of God. 

Against this separation of the Son of God from what is due to him 
according to his human nature, that is, from the birth of Mary and from 
suffering and dying, the Christian Church must protest with the greatest 
firmness. What Nestorius and Zwingli reject is, after all, the truth of 
Scripture. It is not human speculation, but Scripture tells of the Son of God 
as human birth (yevOpévoc ek yvvatkéc),*!» so suffering and death (tov 
KUpLov THs S6ENs EotavpmMcav, o Iavatos Tov vlov' Yor). 7'4) But Scripture 
is the Word of God. It speaks always and in all places completely correctly. 
Nor can it be broken in a single word. 3!>) The Christian Church must 
therefore a priori refuse to criticize or condemn any way of the speaking of 
Scripture, as it does in all other doctrines, including the doctrine of the 
Person of Christ. The statements of Scripture are not in need of this, that they 
should first be "sent by men into the right sense", as Zwingli says, but men 
must send their sense into the statements of Scripture. So if Scripture calls 
the birth 


Caro mea vere est cibiis, caro proprie est humanae in illo naturae, attamen per 
commutationem hoc loco pro divina ponitur natura. Qua ratione en Filius Dei est, ea 
ratione est animae cilnis. ..., Rursus cum perhibet filium familias a colonis 
trucidandum, cum filius familias divinitatis ejus nomen sit, per humana tamen natura 
accipit, secundum enim istam mori potuit, secundum divinam minime. [Google] (Opp. 
Il, 525. reproduced in German by Zwingli in response to Luther's confession of the 
Lord's Supper, St. L. XX, 1310). 

312) Inst. I, 17, 1: Equidem fateor, si quis simpliciter et per se Christum 
opponere vellet judicio Dei, non fore merito locum: quia non reperietur in homine 
dignitas, quae possit Deum promereri; imo ut verissime Augustinus scribit, 
clarissimum lumen praedestinationis et gratiae ipse est salvator homo Christus Iesus. 
[Google] 

313) Gal. 4:4; Rom. 1:3. 

314) 1 Cor. 2:8; Rom. 5:10; Gal. 2:20; Rom. 8:32. 

315) Joh. 10:35. 
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from Mary and ascribes suffering and death under Pontius Pilate to the Son 
of God, Nestorius, Zwingli and all other people have to let this stand. When 
people allow themselves to use "human nature" for the "Son of God" in order 
to escape a supposed false doctrine, this is a real apostasy from the truth that 
the word of the Scriptures is not the word of man, but the word of the God 
who always speaks the truth. This is the point to which Luther first and 
foremost puts his finger in this trade. When Zwingli, in the relevant 
scriptural statements, wants to use human nature for the Son of God by 
virtue of his alloeosis, so Luther counters him: "As if the apostles had been 
mad and foolish, that they did not want to speak of the Godhead, they had to 
name humanity, and otherwise."*!® This is what Luther always did in his 
sermons. Thus he says in his sermons on the Gospel of St. John: "While St. 
Paul and the Holy Scriptures say that the Son of God and the King of Honor 
is crucified, we should speak and believe without timidity, and whoever 
believes this book of the Holy Scriptures will not be averse to it."3!” 
Likewise, Lutheran dogmatists emphasize the absurdities that Nestorius' and 
Zwingli's wisdom finds in the suffering and death of the Son of God, simply 
the principle of the Scriptures. *!®) 

But does not the Scripture really teach that God cannot suffer and die? 
Certainly! Scripture teaches God's inability to suffer in a very powerful way. 
It not only gives him the predicates 6 pakdptoc and 0 p6voc syo@v abavaciay, 
but also expressly adds that God dwells in a light inaccessible to human 
beings, (> Oikav ampdottov, so that no human eye can see him, much less a 
human hand can grasp him and subject him to suffering. *! The heavens 
cannot be stormed by human beings. Neither the Jews nor Pontius Pilate 
could approach the Son of God in his divinity or heavenly glory. So those 


wow 


who claim that the predicates "born of the Virgin Mary", "suffered under 


316) St. L. XX, 945, 317) VIL, 1952. 

318) Quenstedt: Quidquid hic absurditatis fingunt Zwinglius et ejus sectatores, 
id ipsimet S. Scripturae impingunt. Ipsius enim Scripturae assertio est ac thesis: 
Deum et Filium Dei esse passum et mortuum. [Google] (II, 226.) 

319) 1 Tim. 6:15-16. 
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Pontius Pilate, crucified, died and was buried" does not fit the subject "Son 
of God", and that one must therefore proceed with Nestorius and Zwingli to 
send the scriptural statements of the suffering of the Son of God, mediated 
by alloeosis, "into the right sense, which is inviolable to faith"! Here we 
again encounter human folly, which does not fully accept God's Word, but 
uses a Series of scriptural statements in order to fight against and reject 
another series. Scripture does not just say that God is inaccessible, invisible 
and inviolable to human beings, but it also teaches—and this is its real 
scopus—that the Son of God became a man, and that he became a man in 
such a way that he took a human nature from a woman and made it into His 
own Person and became like another Man. Through this incarnation the Son 
of God stepped out of the light inaccessible to all human beings and became 
visible and tangible to them. And it is according to this human nature, 
assumed into the divine Person, not according to the divine nature, that the 
Scriptures speak of the Son of God as the birth from Mary, so suffering and 
death: yevOusevoc ék onéppatos Aavid katé cépKa,*”” Savatwmdeic capxt. 72) 
These more detailed explanations of Scripture, not human thoughts of their 
own, therefore reflect the Formula of Concord, Luther and the Lutheran 
teachers, when they say, with reference to the Scriptural statements in which 
suffering and death are attributed to the Son of God: The Son of God 
suffered, not nominally, but really and truly, but in the assumed human 
nature. This suffering in the assumed human nature is, however, the 
suffering of the Son of God, because human nature does not exist in its own 
right, but belongs to the Person of the Son of God, "propter hanc 
hypostaticam unionem", "for the sake of this personal union"*?” Luther, as is 
well known, expresses this in this way to the alloeosis of Zwingli: "Whether 
the old weather-witch, Madam Reason, the grandmother of alloeosis, would 
say here: Yes, the Godhead cannot suffer nor die, you shall answer: That is 
true; but nevertheless, because Godhead and humanity in Christ is one 
Person, Scripture, for the sake of such personal union, also gives to the 
Godhead everything that happens to humanity, and again. And is therefore 
also in the 


320) Rom. 1:3. 321) 1 Petr. 3:18. 322) F. C. 678, 20. [Zrig/. 1021, F. C., Sol. 
Decl., VUI, 20] 
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reality. The person (meaning Christ) suffers, dies; now the Person is true 
God; therefore it is rightly said: The Son of God suffers; for though the one 
part (that I speak thus), as the Godhead, does not suffer, yet the Person who 
is God suffers in the other part, as in mankind.” *?°) 

Admittedly, it remains unexplained for human understanding how the 
Son of God, incapable of suffering in his divine personality, could really and 
truly come into the fellowship of suffering of his human nature. It is clearly 
evident how the church teachers here wrestle with the expression We need 
only recall Cyril's paradox éna9wc exaSev, "without suffering, the Son of 
God has suffered". 374) That sounds like yes and no at the same time. But 
Cyril obviously wants to express a threefold point: 1) According to 
Scripture, the Son of God is in himself incapable of suffering. 2 According 
to Scripture, the Son of God really suffered in his human nature. 3 But for a 
more detailed explanation of the how is to be dispensed with. And we need 
not be greatly surprised that any more detailed explanation of how fails here. 
Because it remains and must remain unexplained how the Son of God 
became man, that is to say, how God and man could form one “I” or a 
person, it also remains unexplained how the Son of God could really and 
truly suffer. One mystery stands and falls with another. Yes, both mysteries 
are only one mystery. But just as we recognize the mystery of the personal 
unity of God and man as a fact, without being able to prove the possibility of 
this personal unity for human understanding, so too the real communion of 
the Son of God with the suffering of his human nature must be recognized as 
a fact on the basis of the statements of Scripture, even though we are not able 
to clarify how the Son of God, who is in himself incapable of suffering, 
could really and truly share in the suffering of his human nature. We 
therefore say with the old Lutheran teachers: As real as the fact that the Son 
of God became man is, despite its incomprehensibility, so real is the fact that 
the Son of God suffered and died, despite its incomprehensibility. °°) And 
the Holy 


323) St. L. XX, 944, 324) Mansi IV, 857. 

325) The attempts to explain the "how" are evil. Either they explain nothing, or 
they contain errors. One calms down with Cyril's daa9ac exaSev or with the factually 
equivalent determination of the 
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Scripture not only testifies to the fact of the suffering of the Son of God, but 
it also leads to this fact, that is, to the fact that not a mere man, but the Son of 
God 


dogmatists: The Son of God has suffered, not na8ytiKac Kai GAAOLMTw; but 
vrootatikas. The adequate expression is and remains: The Son of God suffered 
personally, that is, through the unio personalis with a human nature according to 
which he could suffer and indeed suffered. It has been tried with other definitions. It 
has been said: because the Son of God is in himself incapable of suffering, 
participation in suffering can only be "of a moral nature". (Baumgarten, Streitigk. II, 
74.) A similar approach To explain how Frank takes it when he wants to "recognize 
out of Christ's suffering" such "moments which are suitable for a participation of the 
divine nature". Frank thinks of the "ethical activities" of love which this sacrifice 
brought, etc. (Theol. d. IT 0. II, 252 ff.) But "ethical" can also mean the participation 
with which Christ takes care of the suffering of all his faithful, even though they do 
not form a person with him, Acts 9:5 Therefore, the question of how the Son of God 
is to suffer should be answered in a comprehensive way, even if it is not explained in 
detail: vtootatikac, propter unionem personalem. Thus the Formula of Concord 
(678, 20 [Trigl. 1021, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII:20f.]): “On account of this personal 
union (propter unionem personalem), which cannot be thought of nor exist without 
such a true communion of natures, not the mere human nature, whose property it is to 
suffer and die, has suffered for the sins of the world, but the Son of God Himself 
truly suffered; however, according to the assumed human nature, and .. . truly died, 
although the divine nature can neither suffer nor die.”. Other more detailed 
provisions, such as Bovantikoos, évepyntikac etc., are not coordinated with the 
"personal", but rather subordinated to it. So Chemnitz, De duab. natura, p. 85: 
Quando Christus humana sua natura patitur, hoc fit cum communione alterius 
naturae, non ut divina natura etiam in sese patiatur, hoc enim naturae humanae 
proprium est, sed quia divina Christi natura adest personaliter naturae patienti, 
[Google] which wants suffering, gives strength , etc. Similarly, Quenstedt finds only 
in the "personaliter" the adequate expression for the participation of the Son of God 
in suffering. He says (II, 226): Tribuitur passio Filio Dei non nadntiKds Kou 
dAdoidtos, quasi in ipsa essentia divina passus sit, neque solum pnuatixacs seu 
verbaliter et tropice, quasi nullo modo vere et realiter passus sit, neque solum 
Aoyiatixds, quod suas reputet passiones carnis, quomodo fidelium perpessiones 
Christus pro suis reputat, Act. 9:4, neque solum BovdAntixac, per divinam 
ovvevdoxiay, in passionem consentiendo, Ps. 49:9, et ovyyapytixds, permittendo et 
ad passionem carnis quiescendo, ut de Aoyy loquitur Irenaeus 1. III. adv. haeres., c. 
21, vel etiam owotikds, conservando et sustentando carnem in passionibus, itemque 
evepyntikac, pondus addendo passioni, ut esset iodpponov Avtpov et passiones 
salutares reddendo, ut loquitur Damascenus 1. III. O. F., c. 15, nec denique solum 
oxetixads objective, blasphemias et op; probria ferendo, quibus aeterna Deitas eius 
petita fuit, Joh. 10, 33 [Google]: 
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suffered, the redemptive value of Christ's suffering when they say that we 
are reconciled to God through the death of His Son, etc. *°° Luther therefore 
warns against Zwingli's separation of the Son of God from the suffering of 
human nature with the well-known words: "Beware, beware, I say, of 
Alleosi! It is the mask of the devil, for it is the last one to inflict such a 
Christianity, according to which I did not want to be a Christian, namely, 
that Christ no longer be, nor do with his suffering and death, any more than 
another bad saint. For if I believe this, that human nature alone has suffered 
for me, then Christ is a bad savior to me; he himself needs a savior. Summa, 
it is unspeakable what the Devil seeks with the Alleosi." >?” 

The result of the above is as follows: The Christian Church holds on the 
basis of Scripture, on the one hand, that the Son of God was not merely 
nominally, but really and truly born of Mary and suffered; on the other hand, 
it adds—also on the basis of Scripture—the nearer definition that these 
predicates are due to the Son of God not according to divine but according to 
human nature. In this way, she defends herself against a double error that has 
arisen in her midst: the error of Nestorius, which destroys the unity of the 
Person, and the error of Eutyches, which abolishes the essential difference of 
natures. And it is to ward off this double error that the so-called first genus 
of the communication of the attributes is established. The listing of this 
genus is not to be attributed to boredom or theological sophistry, but has the 
very practical purpose of remaining with Scripture, which attributes 
suffering and death not only to the human nature of Christ, but to the Son of 
God, and thus—also on the basis of Scripture—to preserve the infinite 
redemptive value of Christ's action and suffering. The first 


Matt. 26:63, sed passus insuper est Filius Dei, tum vaootatikovc, quod caro, in qua 
passus est, ipsa Filii Dei hypostasi subsistat eandemque cum ipsa personam 
constituat, tum idionomtuKds, giiia Filius Dei, appropriando sibi carnem, 
appropriavit etiam sibi carnis passiones. Ut quam vere caro propria est Filio Dei per 
personalem unionem, tam vere etiam passiones carnis ipsi sunt propriae per 
communicationem. [Google] 

326) Rom. 5:10; 1 Joh. 1:7; Acts 20, 28; Rom. 8:32. 

327) St. L. XX, 943. [Trig]. 1029, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 40] 
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way of communicating the attributes can be described like this: * Because 
the divine and the human nature in Christ form one Person, the 
attributes which essentially belong to only one nature always belong to 
the whole person, but the divine attributes according to the divine 
nature, the human attributes according to the human nature (GENUS 
IDIOMATICUM) *2°) It does 


328) The more detailed description of the Formula of Concord reads: "First, 
since in Christ two distinct natures exist and remain unchanged and unconfused in 
their natural essence and properties, and yet of both natures there is only one person, 
hence, that which is, indeed, an attribute of only one nature is ascribed not to that 
nature alone, as separate, but to the entire person, which is at the same time God and 
man (whether it is called God or man). 37] But in hoc genere, that is, in this mode of 
speaking, it does not follow that what is ascribed to the person is at the same time a 
property of both natures, but it is distinctively explained what nature it is according to 
which anything is ascribed to the person. Thus the Son of God was born of the seed 
of David according to the flesh, Rom. 1:3. Also: Christ was put to death according to 
the flesh, and hath suffered for us in, or according to, the flesh, 1 Pet. 3:18;4:1." (M. 
681, 3-4 [FC VIII, 36-37; Trigl. 1027, 36-37]) — Quenstedt: Est primum hoc 
communicationis genus, quando propria modo divinae.modo humanae naturae 
personae tov Adyov in concreto sive duabus naturis constanti et modo ab utraque 
modo ab alterutra denominatae per et propter personalem unionem, et personae 
tovrotyta vere realiterque sine tropo tribuuntur, ita tamen, ut propria per particulas 
dlaxpitiK0c, sive pytac additas sive intellectas, suis simul vindicentur naturis. 
[Google] (Syst. II, 140.) — About the different names of the first genus_Hollaz says: 
Vocatur hoc primum genus a Damasceno dvtidooic, alternatio, tpdmoc¢ aviddcEas, 
modus alternationis, quia de persona Christi ovviétaw alternatim divina et humana 
praedicari possunt, v. g.': Christus est ab aeterno genitus a Patre, Christus est in 
tempore a Maria virgine genitus. A Theodoreto appellatur evaddayy Kai Koivevia 
ovoniata@v, permutatio et communicatio nominum, non nude verbalis, sed realis, quia 
nomina sunt signa rerum. A Cyrillo nuncupatur idtonotia Kat idionoinots, 
appropriatio, quia illud, quod uni naturae proprium est, tota persona, quae Deus et 
homo est, sibi vindicat et proprium facit. Vocatur etiam a Damasceno dddoiwoic, qua 
de una eademque persona ovv0éta et divina et humana idiomata realiter 
praedicantur, kat’ addo tamen Kau ad)o, quia particulae distinctivae ostendunt, 
secundum quam naturam unumquodque idioma de persona praedicetur. Sed accurate 
distinguendum est inter GAdoiwot determinativam et distinctivam, et inter dAdoiwoiv 
segregativam et exclusivam, v. g. [Google]: Deus passus est kat' ado, i. e. Deus vere 
et realiter passus est secundum assumptam humanitatem, ibi particula xat' adho 
determinat humanam naturam, cui passio formaliter competit, eamque a natura 
divina distinguit, non autem segregat, quippe cui passio appropriatur. Sed si sic 
exponas: Deus passus est xat' addo, i. e. sola humana 
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no difference whether the person is named a) according to the divine nature 
(Son of God, Lord of glory: concretum naturae divinae) or b) according to 
the human nature (Son of Man, David's son: concretum naturae humanae) or 
c) according to both natures (Christ, Immanuel: concretum personae), since 
under each denomination one person always has two natures among himself, 
clothed with all his own affairs. >?) Thus Christ is 


natura est passa, particula xat' dAdo est separativa, non distinctiva, quia per illam 
expositionem Deus a communicatione passionis excluditur. [Google] (Examen, de 
pers. Christi, qu. 39.) — With regard to the fact that the termini in the doctrine of the 
communication of attributes are not always used in the same sense, Chemnitz says: 
Ego de vocabulis, si modo rebus ipsis non struantur insidiae, cum nemine litigabo. 
(De duab. nat., p. 65 sq.) 

329) It is therefore not necessary to classify especially those scriptural 
statements in which the Son of Man is human or the Incarnate Son of God is divine 
or Christ is divine and human. (Cf. Baier III, 50 ff.) Also in these statements the 
communication of the attributes is expressed, because in the subject under every 
designation the whole person always stands, and under every designation both series 
of attributes, the divine and the human, are expressed by the subject. One might 
object that the statement: "The Son of Man suffers and dies" does not contain 
anything extraordinary, but that the predicate rather fits the subject quite well, and 
that therefore no communication of the attributes is indicated. Suffering and dying is 
the general human lot. The objection would apply if the Son of Man were only the 
"ideal man" or "the flower of mankind" or some other mere human being. But 
because according to Scripture the Son of Man is at the same time vtdc tov Sot Tov 
Cevtoc (Matt. 16:13-16), that is, a person who is not only man but also God, a 
communication of the attributes is stated, and the predicate is only essentially due to 
one nature, the human nature. The same is true when divine things, for example the 
birth from the father (0 Lovoyevijs AOyos Tapa matpdc, Joh. 1:14), are testified by the 
Son of God who appeared in the flesh or the mapé evoapkog In this case, too, the 
whole person, encompassing Godhead and humanity, is in the subject, and the 
predicate is due to the subject only according to the one nature, the divine. This is 
also the case at last when the concretum personae, Christ, human or divine...is stated, 
such as: "Christ comes from Israel" (Rom 9:5) and: "Christ created the world" (Eph 
3:9). "Christ" is the denomination of the whole person according to both natures, and 
the human predicates are essential to the person only according to the human nature 
and the divine predicates only according to the divine nature. Therefore, Scripture 
also uses the particulae distinctivae in the sentences in which "Christ" is in the 
subject. As it is said of the Son of God, Rom. 1, 3: born of the seed of David kata 
odpka, so it is also said of Christ, Rom. 9, 5, that He came from the Israelite fathers 
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both eternal and thirty years old, according to Scripture. *°° Both attributes 
are equally true to him, the former according to divine nature, the latter 
according to human nature. Likewise, Christ is both 


To KaTd GapKa. We therefore have no reason to compile these statements into a 
special fourth genus. The reason for the special classification has been asserted that 
Nestorius wanted to put up with the sentence: "Christ has suffered", whereas he 
rejected the sentence: "The Son of God (the Logos) has suffered". (Gerhard, De pers., 
§ 184.) Only Nestorius' agreement to the first sentence was only illusory. Nor did 
Nestorius leave "Christ" as the designation of the whole person in the subject, but 
instead used human nature for this purpose, which the Son of God used only as a 
dwelling or instrument. Zwingli becomes clearer at this point. In the explanation of 
his all-oesis he expressly throws away the subject "Christ" and uses human nature for 
this purpose when he says: "When Christ says Luke 24: 'Was not Christ therefore 
compelled to suffer? Here Christ alone is taken for human nature, which may suffer 
and die, but not the divine nature.” (St. L. XX, 1195.) Zwingli also has the secure 
feeling that he cannot leave the subject unaltered in his alloeoosis, even in the case 
where the Scriptures speak of the Son of Man as suffering and death. He writes: 
"Matt. 20: ‘And the Son of Man is given to the priests and scribes. Here the Son of 
Man is actually taken for human nature, for it may be given and killed, but the divine 
nature is by no means. That's consistent. Whoever denies the communication of the 
attributes, especially the so-called first kind, according to which the attributes of both 
natures are given to the whole person, can only do so by triggering the unio 
personalis. — Among dogmatists, the following division of the first genus is still to 
be found: Quenstedt II, 140 sq.: Primum hoc genus communicationis idiomatum 
melioris doctrinae gratia subdividitur in tres species, scil, in dvtidooty, specialius 
acceptam, Kowoviav tov {Aeiov et idtonoinow. Avtidooic, specialius accepta, est, 
qua tam divina quam humana de Christo ab utraque natura denominato, seu, quod 
idem est, de concreto personae proprie dicuntur. Koivwvia tov beiwv est, quum de 
persona Adyov evodpKov ab humana natura denominata divina praedicata proprie 
enunciantur ob unionem personalem. Té1onoinots est, quum humana de concreto 
naturae divinae enunciantur. [Google] However, what is said here is already 
included in the description of the first genus. With regard to the termini, which are 
not always used in the same sense, Chemnitz’ reminder is: Ex patrum scriptis constat, 
vocabulum xoivaviac de omnibus ac singulis tribus gradibus usurpari. Non displicet 
igitur, quod quidam eruditi vocabulo xowwviac addunt peculiares notationes ac 
gradus ita distinguunt, ut primum genus appelletur communicatio idiomatum, 
secundum communicatio operationum, tertium communicatio majestatis. Ego de 
vocabulis, si modo rebus ipsis non struantur insidiae, cum nemine litigabo. [Google 
(De duab. nat., p. 65 sq.) 

330) Joh. 8:58; 6:62. — Luke 3:23. 
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born of the Father in eternity as well as born in time of the Virgin Mary; 3” 
both births are equally real to him, the former according to divine nature, the 
latter according to human nature. Thus it is in relation to the whole series of 
divine and human characteristics. Christ is equally real: omnipotence and 
limited power,**” omniscience and limited knowledge,*** the essential life 
and death. ** The former predicates are attributed to him according to the 
divine nature, the latter according to the human nature, as indicated by the 
details sometimes added in Scripture itself (katé& o&pKa, capKi). 3°) The 
assertion that any one of the divine or human predicates mentioned does not 
really and truly belong to the Person of Christ, but is a mere mode of speech 
(praedicatio verbalis), contradicts Scripture and, eo ipso, praises the unio 
personalis of God and man or the doctrine of two natures. Whoever, for 
example, separates the predicate of eternity or of essential omnipotence from 
Christ, thereby denies the essential divinity of Christ and the personal union 
of divinity and humanity that takes place in Christ's person. And whoever, 
with Nestorius, wants to relate the birth from Mary and the suffering and 
dying only to human nature and not to the person of the Son of God, must, if 
he follows an orderly economy of thought, first remove in his thoughts the 
human nature from the Personal Unity and thus dissolve the unio personalis. 
The indignation which Nestorius and Zwingli so abundantly express about 
the fact that the human predicates "born of the Virgin Mary ", "suffered 
under Pontius Pilate" are related to the Son of God, should consequently 
begin earlier, namely where the predicate "human" is pronounced by the Son 
of God'.' But whoever lets the statement: "The Son of God became man" 
pass unobjected and thus accepts the "two natures doctrine" and afterwards 
starts a complaint about the fact that the birth from the virgin as well as 
suffering 


331) Joh. 1:14. 1.2. — Gal. 4:4. 

332) Joh. 5:17, 19. — Joh. 18:12. 

333) Joh. 21:17; 2:24. 25; compare 1 Kings 8:39; Acts 1:24. - Luke 2:52; Mark. 
13:32. 

334) 1 Joh. 1:2; Joh. 10, 18; 5:27 - Matt. 16:21; 1 Cor. 2:8; Acts 3:15.. 

335) Rom. 1:3; 9:5; 1 Petr. 3:18; 4:1 Particulae distinctivae, diacriticae, 
discretivae, not separativae. 
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and dying does not suit the Son of God, who—to speak to Luther—must be 
"a very great saint and incomprehensible man”. **°) Luther: "If Nestorius 
thinks it strange that God dies, he should think that it is so strange that God 
becomes man. For then the immortal God will have to die, suffer and have 
all human idiomata. Otherwise, what would be the same man with whom 
God is personally united, if he did not have proper human idiomata? It 
would have to be a ghost, as the Manicheans had taught before. Again, what 
we speak of God must be attributed to man. Namely, God created the world 
and is omnipotent; the man Christ is God, therefore the man Christ created 
the world and is omnipotent. The ‘cause’ is, for one Person has been made of 
God and man, therefore the Person has the idiomata of both nature." *3” 


Assessment of the deniers of the first genus. “ 

Luther judges Nestorius relatively mildly. His judgment of Nestorius 
can be summarized as follows: Nestorius did not want to dissolve the unio 
personalis, but he spoke in such a way that the Christians who judged him 
according to his words had to assume that he considered Christ to be a mere 
man. Nestorius was therefore also rightly condemned as a false teacher. 
Nestorius is regarded by Luther as a type of people who, in the excitement 
and bitterness of the struggle, say yes and no at the same time without 
realizing it. There may be room here for some of Luther's debates on 
Nestorius. 


. Luther writes: "If I say: God is crucified 
by the Jews, he (Nestorius) says: No; for the cross, suffering and dying is not 
divine but human nature idioma or property. Now when the common 
Christians hear these things, they cannot think otherwise, for he considers 
Christ to be a pure man and separates the Person. Which he (Nestorius) does 
not intend to do without giving the words, as if he did. From this we can see 
that he was a very great saint and an incomprehensible man. For since he 
admits that God and man are united and mixed in one Person, he cannot 


336) St. L. XVI, 2229, 337) StL. XVI, 2230 f. 
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in any way defend that the idiomata of natures should not also be united and 
mixed. What else would God and man be united in one person?" and in the 
same context: "It seems terrible to hear him (Nestorius) that God should die. 
And is this his opinion that Christ is immortal according to the Godhead, but 
did not have so much understanding that he could have pronounced it... . 
The coarse, unlearned man did not see that he pretended impossible things, 
that he seriously considered Christ to be God and man in one Person, and yet 
he did not want to attribute the idiomata of natures to the same Person. He 
wants to believe the first to be true, but that is not supposed to be true, which 
follows from the first. In order that he may show that he himself does not 
understand what he denies"*** — Z.wingli will have to be judged in a similar 
way. Zwingli too actually only wanted to reject that Christ could not die 
according to his divine nature. He says yes to the justification of his 
alloeosis: "Secundum istam (humanam naturam) mori potuit, secundum 
divinam minime. [“According to this (human nature) he could die, but not 
according to the divine”] °°) One will therefore also have to say of Zwingli: 
"And is this his opinion that Christ is immortal according to the Godhead, 
but did not have so much understanding that he could have pronounced it? 
But wasn't Zwingli otherwise a gifted and understanding man? Certainly! 
But in judging Zwingli one thing should not be overlooked, which Luther 
also points out in Nestorius. 


. In his opinion, Luther was "only an honest Ajax among many 
Nestor, Ulysses, and Menelaus". This state of mind of Zwingli's clearly 
illuminates from the beginning of his writing "Ulrich Zwingli's answer that 
these words: ‘This is my body’ will forever have the old, unified 


. But I want to show you that you have not 
recognized the vast, glorious light of the Gospel, for you have forgotten it, 
and further: "These places" (passages of Scripture) "I have set before your 
eyes, highly 


" 


338) St. L. XVI, 2229 f. 339) Opp. IIL, 323. 
340) St. L. XVI, 2229. 341) StL. XX, 1122 ff. 1130. 1134. 
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respected Martin Luther, so that you may see that you are not lost in one 
place, but in many, and that you may hereafter restrain yourself from the 
high praise among Christians, because you alone have done everything, 
which we would like to grant you, if it were so. But you alone are an upright 
Ajax or Diomedes among many Nestor, Ulysses, and Menelaes. Do not be in 
haste to learn the little part of which James writes in chapter three." A 
personal disgruntlement, as expressed in these words, can even easily cause 
confusion of mind, not realizing the self-contradictions in which one is 
moving. Zwingli's spiritual forces were so unfavourably influenced by his 
displeasure towards Luther that in the same writing in which he imperiously 
demands the conversion of "Son of God" into "human nature" he not only 
repeatedly uses the frowned upon expression but begins his writing with the 
same one: "Martin Luther wishes Huldrich Zwingli grace and peace’ through 
Jesus Christ, the living Son of God who suffered death for our salvation."**” 
— One wonders whether Calvin knew what he was writing when he calls 
Christ's merit the merit of a mere man and thus dissolves the unio personalis. 
In Calvin's case it is possible to consider that his doctrine of election, 
detached from Christ's merit and the means of grace, is the all-determining 
center for him. Thus for him the incarnation of the Son of God and the 
incarnate Son of God's work have only secondary importance. Luther 
attaches the weight of the Godhead to the suffering of Christ when he says: 
"Where God is not in the balance and gives weight, we sink with our bowl. 
This is what I mean: where it should not say: God died for us, but only a 
man, we are lost."**9) Calvin attaches to the suffering of Christ the weight of 
predestination, as can be seen from the words already mentioned above. ** 
Even the later Reformed theologians did not, in substance, get away from 
Zwingli's alloeosis. It is true that there is a recognizable effort to convince 
themselves and others that in the predicates 


342) Seeberg also speaks out about the propaganda that Zwingli staged against 
Luther with means of dubious quality. (Dogmengesch. II, 307) 
343) St. L. XVI, 2231, 344) Note 312. 
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"suffer" and "die" they leave the Person of Christ standing in the subject. 
But as soon as they begin to set forth the meaning in which they attribute 
suffering and dying to the Son of God, they come back completely to 
Zwingli's alloeosis, that is, they use mere human nature for the Son of God. 
When the Neustadt Admonition says that God has really suffered (realiter) 
in so far as he is a human being, but only in name (nominetenus) in so far as 
he is God,**°) this denies that the Son of God has really suffered. And when 
Danaeus writes against Chemnitz,“ Christ's suffering is attributed to the 
Son of God only by means of a thought operation, without any real 
communication (praedicatione dialectica absque ulla reali communicatione 
[dialectical expression without any real communication]), we have in this 
debate the complete objective separation of the Son of God from the 
suffering of his human nature. Furthermore, when Beza, at the Montbeliard 
Colloquium, says: *4”) We interpret this saying, by which suffering is 
testified by God, as saying: "God has suffered, that is, the flesh, which is 
united to the Godhead, has suffered", then Beza, just like Zwingli and before 
him Nestorius, allows himself a substitution of subjects. With the same result 
other Reformed theologians assert that in the sentence "The Son of God has 
suffered" there is a synecdoche: the whole person is indeed mentioned in the 
subject, but only a part, namely human nature, is meant. *4°) So it is clearly 
evident that the Reformed theologians in their theological statements always 
come back to Zwingli's Alloeosis in a factual way. 

There is a point, however, where the Reformed theologians themselves 
are thwarted by the alloeosis and by all their tortuous declarations about the 
suffering of the Son of God. This is the point where they declare that the Son 
of God with his divine nature has given infinite value to the suffering of his 
human nature. *4”) This bestowal of value, proceeding from the divine nature, 
implies 


345) c. 8, p. 250. By Gerh., De pers. Chr., § 188. 195. 

346) Examination libri Chemnitii, c. 16, p. 321. At Quenstedt II, 223. 

347) Acta Colloquii Montis Belligartensis, Tub. 1587, p. 213. 

348) So Joh. Piscator, Thes. theol. I, 574: Christus est passus intelligitur 
caro Christi est passa. Hic est synecdoche integri, quia integra pprsoma nominatur et 
sola altera illius pars videlicet caro seu humana natura assumta intelligitur. 
(Quenstedt II, 224.) 

349) This concession is also found in Neustadter Admonition, p. 75. 
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that the Son of God has not only a nominal but a real communion with the 
suffering of human nature. Thus, in Christian doctrine, the demands of 
practical Christianity often correct the false theories of theologians. This is 
also happening at this point. By admitting that divine nature communicates 
infinite value to the suffering of human nature, the Reformed theologians 
themselves thwart all the tropes and figures which they have endeavoured to 
place in the sweat of their brow at the first enjoyment of the communication 
of attributes. Thus, where Hodge speaks of the intrinsic value of Christ's 
satisfaction, he emphatically distances himself from Zwingli when he writes: 
"Christ is but one person with two distinct natures, and therefore, whatever 
can be predicated of either nature, may be predicated of one person. An 
indignity offered to a man’s body is offered to himself. If this principle be 
not correct, there was no greater crime in the crucifixion of Christ than in 
unjustly inflicting death on an ordinary man. The principle in question, 
however, is clearly recognized in Scripture, and therefore the sacred writers 
do not hesitate to say that God purchased the Church with His blood; and 
that the Lord of glory was crucified. Hence such expressions as Dei mors, 
Dei sanguis, Dei passio have the sanction of Scriptural as well as of Church 
usage. It follows from this that the satisfaction of Christ has all the value 
which belongs to the obedience and sufferings of the eternal Son of God, and 
His righteousness, as well active as passive, is infinitely meritorious. This is 
what the apostle clearly teaches in Hebrews 9:13. 14: ‘For if the blood of 
bulls and of goats . . . sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh, how much 
more shall the blood of Christ, who through (or with) an eternal Spirit 
offered Himself without spot to God, purge your conscience from dead 
works to serve the living God?’ The superior efficacy of the sacrifice of 
Christ is thus referred to the infinitely superior dignity of His person.” °° Of 
course, Hodge is all the more energetic in his campaign against the genus 
maiestaticum, that is, against the participation of human nature in the 
attributes of divine nature. But in his concession that the divine nature gives 
infinite value to the actions and sufferings of the human nature, 


350) Syst. Theology Il, 483 sq. 
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also his fight against the genus maestaticum becomes senseless and 
pointless, as will be explained in more detail later. 

The abstract ways of speaking in the first way of communicating the 
Attributes. “ The abstract phrases such as: "The Godhead has suffered" 
instead of: "The Son of God has suffered" are avoided by most Lutheran 
theologians in order to cut off the accusation that they refer to the suffering 
of the Son of God according to his divine nature. *!’ Meanwhile, Lutheran 
teachers have also occasionally used the abstract phrases, but with a 
simultaneous rejection of the idea that the deity suffered on or after the deity. 
352) Thus Luther and the Formula of Concord say on the one hand: "The 
Godhead cannot suffer and die" and: "God in his nature cannot die", and on 
the other hand: "Because Godhead and humanity in Christ is one person, 
Scripture for the sake of such personal unity also gives to the Godhead 
everything that is against humanity, and again", put the closer explanation: 
"Although the one piece that I speak in such a way as the Godhead does not 
suffer, the person who is God nevertheless suffers in the other piece as 
against humanity.” °°) From the attached declaration it is clear that when the 
abstract term "deity" is used here, it is not the deity in itself that is meant, but 
the "deity in the flesh" or according to the assumed human nature. Hase was 
also right to point this out. 3°) The same can be said of the Fathers of the 
Church when they use the sentences: "The Son of God suffered" and: "The 
Godhead suffered in the assumed flesh" promiscue. So Augustine. >> There 
is therefore no factual difference. 


The Second Genus of the Communication of Attributes “ 
(genus maiestaticum). 
We saw in the presentation of the so-called first genus of the 
communication of attributes, how decidedly Nestorius, Zwingli and 
followers demanded that the human 


351) Gerhard, De pers., § 198. 199. 

352) Frank, Theol. d. M 6. III, 251 ff. 

353) Formula of Concord, p. 682, 41 ff. [Trigl. 1029, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 41 
ff.] 

354) Hutterus redivivus, p. 231, § 96, nota 2. [p. 240, note 2 

355) Gerhard, De pers., §199: Augustinus in meditation c. 6: Deitas, quae 
carnem meam induit, crucis patibulum ascendit et in carne assumta triste tulit 


supplicium. [Google 
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attribute of suffering and dying be separated from the sons of God.. But the 
Reformed theologians, in particular, now demand that an insurmountable 
gulf be bridged between the divine attributes of the Son of God and his 
human nature, for the human nature of Christ is not capable of divine power, 
divine knowledge, etc., without being destroyed. In both cases the 
contradiction against the truth of Scripture appears as the savior of 
Orthodoxy. Nestorius, Zwingli and followers, by separating the suffering and 
dying from the Son of God, want to prevent the misfortune of God being 
transformed into a human being. By separating the divine attributes of the 
Son of God from his human nature, the Reformed theologians want to 
prevent the calamity of mankind being transformed into the Godhead. °° 
They want to attribute to the human nature of Christ, as a result of its 
association with the Son of God, extraordinary finite attributes (dona 
extraordinaria finita), that is, great power, great knowledge, but undisclosed 
divine power, divine knowledge, etc. In the latter case, human nature would 
certainly either be scattered to the four winds or transformed into the 
Godhead. The Reformed theologians also go into detail and present the 
Lutheran Church with a whole register of misfortunes which would 
necessarily occur if human nature were to participate not only in name but 
really and truly in divine power and other divine attributes, the whole life 
and suffering of Christ would be reduced to mere appearance and thus lose 
its character of satisfaction. And as Nestorius claimed that he could not 
worship a God born of woman, crucified, dead and buried, so also the 
Reformed theologians claim that they would not know what to do with a 
Savior who, according to his 


356) Admon. Neost., p. 76: Quod certe dum faciunt (namely to attribute divine 
attributes communicated to human nature), in naturam divinam eam transformant, 
eum Schwenkfeldio deificant, eum Eutyche abolent. This subheading also includes the 
words of Danaeus: Nihil ghidquam quod Deitatis ipsius proprium et essentiale est, 
ulli Omnino rei creatae, qualis est humana et assumta a Christo natura, realiter 
communicari potest, nisi Deum quendam novum nasci et fieri posse concedamus. 
(Examination libri Chemnitii, p. 104.) 
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human nature, participates in the divine power, etc. *>” In general, the whole 
thing is not only "unthinkable", but also "childish", "ridiculous", intolerabilis 
absurditas et contradictio, etc. *® In particular, they think they are allowed 
to mock the participation in the divine omnipresence as a "monster". In 
principle, Roman theologians agree with the Reformed theologians, although 
they treat the subject in less detail. °°’ The whole opposition is based on the 
decree that the human nature of Christ is not capable of participating in his 
divine attributes: Finitum non est capax infiniti. 

Against this Reformed position, we must again say two things: * the so 
resolute and fanatical denial of the communication of the divine attributes of 
the Son of God to his human nature is a. suicide, b. rejection of the clear 
teaching of Scripture. 

A. The suicide is obvious. If the human nature of Christ is not capable 
of divine omnipotence, divine knowledge etc. because of its finiteness, it is 
also not capable of the divine Person of the Son of God, which is just as 
infinite as his divine omnipotence etc. Now, however, the 


357) Boehl sums up all the misery which, according to his opinion, would result: 
"We would come out of the bare light here. All the suffering of the Redeemer, all his 
states of weakness and subordination would belong only to the outward appearance, 
and the congruent factor of satisfaction with an angry God would be completely lost 
to us. Before a human nature of the Redeemer that merges with the divine nature 
from the Incarnation on into one, and that can only be kept with difficulty within the 
framework of the status exinanitionis, the law is frightened and death flees, before it 
the children of God step shyly aside, for this is no longer the Redeemer according to 
Hebr. 2:14-18" (Dogmatik, p. 344 f.) 

358) Quotations from Frank III, 355 ff. Boehl also says (op. cit., p. 344): "One 
could not possibly think of anything in the case of a human nature of the Redeemer, 
to whom omnipotence, omnipresence, omniscience as well as vitalizing power would 
have been communicated, and who at the same time would be under divine guilt from 
conception. Boehl admittedly forgot what he had said a few pages before, namely 
that the miracle of the person of Christ was not according to human understanding. 

359) Klee, Dogmatik Il, 448. 452 ff. Thus A. J. Maas describes the error of the 
Lutherans as existing "in predicating of the human nature or of humanity the 
properties of the divine nature" Cath. Encycl.. IV, 169), and Joseph Hughes finds in 
Brenz the error, "that the attributes of the divine nature had been communicated to 
the humanity of Christ, which thus was deified” (a. a. O. XV, 117). 
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Reformed theologians want to hold on to the real binding of the Person of 
the Son of God with the human nature of Christ. Therefore they speak every 
word they utter against the communication of the divine attributes to the 
human nature of Christ directly against themselves, namely against the 
communication of the divine personality (hypostasis) of the Son of God to 
human nature, which they still claim against the Socinians. It is irrefutable 
what the Apology of the Book of Concord [CPH 2018, p. 130] says against 
the Neustadt Admonition in relation to this point: “The personal union (as 
the communication of majesty of the divine attributes) is just as unbelievable 
as the sharing of majesty if one looks at the principle Finitum non est capax 
infiniti, that is, “The finite may not contain the infinite.” If from that 
principle one could deny the sharing of majesty, from the same principle one 
could deny the incarnation itself, since the conclusion follows in one place as 
firmly as in the other.” *® We are dealing here on the Reformed side with 
one of the strangest confusions of the human mind, with a yes and no 
theology that can only be explained by the party spirit. Hase says quite 
rightly: "It is inconsistent to assert the highest unity of the person, while not 
wanting to venture on the lesser commonality of attributes." °6” It is also 
necessary to recall here again Seeberg's remark that with the concession of 
personal union or the doctrine of duality the Reformed theology had lost the 
right to speak against the communication of characteristics. *°” We also 
recall how Frank leads the Reformed theologian Danaeus ad absurdum. 
When Danaeus declares that nothing which is proper and essential to God 
himself can be communicated to the human nature of Christ, Frank replies: 
"Nor, therefore, the Personality of the Logos, which, if anything, is proper to 
God himself. *°) Thus self-contradiction is the actual signature of the 
Reformed fight against the genus maiestaticum. Even all the terrible 
consequences which are supposed to result from the communication of the 
divine attributes to human nature, they speak against themselves, so long as 
they hold to the communication of the divine personality to human nature 
not merely nominally, but really 


360) Cf. the more detailed quotation in the communio naturarum, note 271. 
361) Ev. Dogmatik, p. 226. 362) Note 22, p. 60 f. 
363) Note 272 and text. 
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If the human nature of Christ were to be destroyed by the communication of 
divine omnipotence, so would the communication of divine personality. If it 
were "inconceivable", "ridiculous" and "nonsense" that divine power should 
be given to human nature, then exactly the same would be said of the 
communication of the divine personality. If Christ's life and suffering were 
to become a "bare semblance" of his human nature's participation in 
omnipotence and omniscience, we would have the same result through the 
participation of human nature in the divine person of the Son of God. If the 
sufficient character of Christ's life and suffering were to be lost because 
Christ's human nature is in real communion with the divine attributes, this 
would be the case above all because human nature has real communion with 
the divine Person of the Son of God. If Bohl is horrified by a healer whose 
human nature is given omnipotence and omniscience, he should be even 
more horrified by a healer whose human nature is communicated by the 
divine “TI” of the Son. In this darkness of yes and no theology on the part of 
the Reformed theologians only a point of light appears. It is that 


. They admit afterwards (Admonitio Neostadiensis, Bohl, 
Hodge) that the divine nature in Christ is effective and active in such a way 
that it gives the suffering of Christ infinite, sufficient value. In this way they 
themselves admit that there is a real communion of the divine nature and the 
characteristics of the divine nature with human nature. A merely nominal 
communion of the divine attributes with human nature could not be said to 
be an infinite sharing of value and satisfaction. 

. At the same time, however, it is also a proof of the tangible 
self-contradiction of Reformed theology, and of the irresponsibility of 
confusing Christianity by fanatically fighting against the communication of 
the divine attributes to the human nature of Christ. 

Still another self-contradiction may be pointed out here immediately. By 
fighting the genus maiestaticum the Reformed theologians want to save the 
human nature of Christ from destruction. In the excitement of the battle, they 
do not realize that in this attempt to rescue them, they are 
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destroying the divine nature of Christ. Scripture speaks of such divine 
attributes that are_only given to Christ in time, like Matt. 28:18: "All 
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me (€669n).". Since the 
Reformed theologians do not want to relate this statement to Christ 
according to human nature, only the relationship to Christ's divine nature 
remains. But with it they—as also Hase reminds in his "Hutterus 
redivivivus" 7°» —abolish Christ's eternal, essential divinity, and as Christ's 
"divinity" they have nothing left but an Arian creature or a Socinian world 
ruler equipped with divine dignity. But this brings us already to the second 
point that characterizes the Reformed denial of the communication of the 
divine attributes to human nature. It is this: through this denial the Reformed 
theologians enter into contradiction not only with themselves but also with 
Scripture. 

B. The communication of the divine attributes to the human nature is 
clear Scripture. “ It is taught, to pick up on what has just been said, wherever 
in the Scriptures of Christ the divine glory in general and individual divine 
attributes in particular, for example omnipotence and world dominion, are 
proclaimed as given to him in time. If one wanted to relate these statements 
to Christ according to his divine nature, one would deny Christ's eternal, 
essential divinity and make of Christ a God_made or become God in time, an 
Arian creature, a Unitarian world ruler. We already reminded above of 
Hase’s pronunciation in "Hutterus redivivus". Hase himself, of course, does 
not believe the two natures in Christ and therefore does not believe a 
communication of attributes. But in his "Hutterus redivivus" he wants to 
present the old Lutheran doctrine objectively and also defend it against 
objections in the sense of the old teachers. Thus he says also in defense of 
the genus maiestaticum: "In the Holy Scriptures attributes are undeniably 
attributed to the human nature of Christ, which can be attributed to it only by 
participation in divine attributes. ... Divine power and glory is attributed to 
Christ, partly as only transmitted in the course of His earthly life, Matt. 
11:27; 


364) p. 236. 


175 > Second way of communication of attributes. [English ed. ~ 
157-158] 


28:18; Luke 10:22, partly as "first received in his life above earth for 
reward" (as a result) "of his obedience that was proven on earth, Phil. 2:8-10; 
Eph. 1:20 ff.; Hebr. 2:9; 5:8 f. Since, as God, he can receive nothing and can 
be exalted into nothing, the communication of divine attributes to human 
nature is thus clearly expressed. If this distinction were not made, the 
divinity of Christ himself would be refuted by those passages, and nothing 
would remain but an Arian creature or a Sociinian world ruler". 3°) What 
Hase says is irrefutable. The axiom of the ancient Church and the Formula of 
Concord: °° "What Holy Scripture testifies Christ received in time He 
received not according to the divine nature (according to which He has 
everything from eternity), but the person has received it in time ratione et 
respectu humanae naturae, that is, as referring, and with respect to, 
according to the assumed human nature."— this axiom is not a dogmatic 
construction, but Scripture. Thus the genus maiestaticum is already 
sufficiently proven. 

But because a whole circle of legends has been wrapped around this 
matter in the lull of time, and objections have been raised not only against 
individual writers but also against individual expressions in the scriptural 
passages, and the clear matter has been confused, it is useful to take a closer 
look at the scriptural passages which teach the communication of both the 
whole divine glory and the individual divine attributes (omnipotence, 
omniscience, omnipresence, etc.). 

When Scripture Col. 2:9 testifies that "the whole fullness of the 
Godhead" dwells in Christ's human nature as in its o®pa (body), it teaches 
that not only an insubstantial person, but the Son of God is united with his 
human nature in all the richness of the divine being and divine attributes 
without any deduction (av to 2Ajpw@Lna ths edt wos). Furthermore, when 
the Scriptures Joh. 1:14; 1 Joh. 1:1 ff.; Joh. 2:11 testify that AGyoc entered 
into the flesh in such a way that the disciples saw His divine glory in His 
human nature with their eyes and touched it with their hands, it is again 
clearly taught that the whole divine being with all divine attributes was not 
only nominally but in realiter united with the human nature of Christ. All 
scriptural statements which ascribe to Christ, according to the human nature, 
divine 


365) Hutterus redivivus p.235f. 366) M. 686, 57. [Trigl. 1033, F. C., Sol. 
Decl., VU, 57; FC VII, 57] 
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glory (so in particular also Joh. 17:6: d6Ga06v ue ... ev TH SGEtH Tov 7 sixov 
MPO TOV TOV KOGHOV sivat), cover the whole genus maiestaticum, because the 
divine glory possessed all divine attributes in itself. 

In addition, there is now a second series of scriptural testimonies in 
which the individual divine attributes of Christ are stated_according to his 
human nature. 


The communicated Omnipotence. * 

The Epistle to the Hebrews teaches us by quoting testimony already 
present in the Old Testament: “Thou hast put all things (mévta) in subjection 
under his feet. For in that he put all (t& aGvta) in subjection under him, he 
left nothing that is not put under him.” *&” Two things are expressed in these 
words. Firstly, the power given to Christ is not described as a limited power, 
but as divine omnipotence, as dominion over the universe. The statement 
TAVITA VIETACAS DIOKATH TOV NOd@v adtod is further reinforced by the 
addition "Ev 1 yap bxotdéa1 adtd Ta Tavta ovdEv GONKEV ADTO 
avutdtaKtov. On the other hand, if we add v. 7 and 9, it is expressed here 
that this divine omnipotence was given to Christ after his previous 
humiliation, that is, in time, according to his human nature. Both thoughts 
are also already clearly expressed in the prophecy of Daniel: the bestowal of 
power in time, that is, according to human nature, in the words: "One like the 
Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of 
days, and they brought him near before him"; the attribute of the given 
power as divine power in the words: “There was given Him dominion and 
glory and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages should serve 
Him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away. 
368) Tt is a force without territorial limitation or time limit. Furthermore, when 
the risen Savior commissions his church to go into the whole world and 
teach all nations (Matt. 28:19-20), he sends ahead—for the comfort of the 
church—the reminder that he, the risen one, was given a power (¢569n), by 
virtue of which he has unlimited power (doa sEovoia) not merely in one 
country, nor merely 


367) Hebr. 2:8; Ps. 8:7; 1 Cor. 15:27; Eph. 1:22. 
368) Dan. 7:13-14. 
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on earth, but in heaven and on earth (év ovpav Kai ézi yijc) has_unlimited 
power (xéo0, e£0voia) °° Nor does Scripture leave us in any doubt that 
divine omnipotence was inherent in his human nature even before the 
exaltation of Christ. According to human nature, Christ is omnipotent not 
only after and through the exaltation, but already through the unio 
personalis, that is, already in the state of humiliation. This is expressed in a 
whole series of scriptural passages. The state of humiliation is referred to in 
Matt. 11:27: mévta wot tapedd9y vA6 Tov matpdc Lov [“All things are 
delivered unto Me of My Father’’]; Joh. 13:3 maévta g5@Kev adta o Iatip 
sic Tas xeipac; Joh. 3:35: mavta Séd@xKeEv Ev TH yElpi adTOD. Also Isaiah 9:6 
the Wa7N3-2¥ ANIDAT *%YnIn] [HEBREW] is already said of the "Child" to be 
born for us [“The government shall be upon His shoulder.”]. The one born of 
the Virgin is from his birth in possession of divine power and majesty. But 
the Scriptures are much more detailed with regard to the communication of 
divine power and the human nature of Christ. The power to raise the dead 
and judge on the Last Day are certainly not acts of a donum finitum, but of 
divine omnipotence. But these functions are given to Christ, 5n vidc 
avi'ponov iotiv. Here it makes no difference whether one translates: 
"because he is the Son of Man" or: "because he is the Son of Man". In any 
case, we are talking about the divine omnipotence that is given to Christo 
according to his human nature in time. *”” Christ's miracles also prove that 
the omnipotence was inherent in his human nature through communication. 
Christ does not perform miracles like the prophets and apostles, 


369) Matt. 28:18. Whoever, like Danaeus against Chemnitz (Examen libri 
Chemnitii, p. 398), claims that not divine power is described here, but potestas longe 
inferior, is not to be negotiated with further. 

370) Frank falls for the modern theological phrase, when he says (Theol. d. F. C. 
II, 294): "Who would still like to interpret the scriptural statement that Christ was 
given the power to judge because he is the Son of Man (Joh. 5:27) directly as 
meaning that such power was given to Christ" (quia Filius hominis est, (“for the 
reason that He is the Son of Man”] Frank omits these words of the F. C.), "quatenus 
carnem et sanguinem habet? The words of the Scriptures Joh. 5:27 do not need to be 
interpreted in this way, but they read as follows, as Meyer z. St. correctly remarks: 
"This power (of judgment) was given to him by the Father, because he is a Son of 
Man, that is, because he is a man, and therefore cannot have the authority of 
judgment of his own accord and would not have it if it had not been given to him by 
the Father.” 


178 > The Doctrine of Christ [English ed. ~ 160-161] 


who in their miracles revealed a foreign omnipotence (as Peter explicitly 
confesses Acts 3:12: "Why marvel ye at this? or why look ye so earnestly on 
us, as though by our own power or holiness we had made this man to 
walk?"), but Christ does miracles by his own omnipotence, as at the wedding 
feast at Cana, é9avép@oe THv 56Eav avtov. And the disciples also 
recognized this. They testify that they saw divine glory in Christ when he 
dwelt among them, that is to say in his human nature in the state of 
humiliation, mv 56€av > Lovoyevobs mapa matpdc. 2”) Yes, through 
communication the divine omnipotence is so peculiar to the human nature of 
Christ that the Scriptures also testify the omnipotence directly from the 
human nature of Christ: 1) o&p& Lov GAnSac eott Bpdotc,?” and: to aipa 
Inoov Xpiotov tov viot avtod Ka8apicer nudc and néons apaptiac. 7) 
(Konkordienf., p. 686, 59; [Trigl. 1034, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 59.]) More 
can be said later about the so-called abstract ways of speaking in the second 
genus. So clearly and abundantly does Scripture teach the actual 
communication of the divine omnipotence to human nature. 

But with this we have not yet completely drawn the historical reality as 
it is presented to us in Scripture. In addition to the omnipotence we have 
communicated, we also grant limited power to Christ in the state of 
humiliation according to human nature. Scripture teaches this limited power 
when it reports that Christ became weary, an angel from heaven strengthened 
him, the servants of the Jews seized him and bound him, and then the 
Gentiles led him to the site of the skull and put him on the cross. 374 How is 
this coexistence of omnipotence and limited power to be understood? We are 
not dependent here on guessing and theological speculation. Scripture itself 
gives us a clear indication of where it came from that he became tired and 
weak, yes, suffered and died, in whose human nature the whole fullness of 
the Godhead, and especially also omnipotence, dwelt. Scripture explains this 
fact by referring to the ministry that Christ had to carry out among men and 
for men on earth. This ministry did not consist in the fact that he 


371) Joh. 2:11; 1:14. Hodge dagegen sagt: "The human nature of Christ is no 
more omniscient or almighty than the worker of a miracle is omnipotent.” (Syst. 
Theol. I, 417.) 

372) Joh. 6:55. 373) 1 Joh. 1:7. 

374) Joh. 4:6; Luke 22:43; Joh. 18:12; Luke 23:33. 
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paraded here on earth among men as God, but in the fact that he suffered and 
died in the place of men and by his death took away the power of him who 
had the power of death over men. As far as the direction of this office 
required, Christ made use of the divine omnipotence dwelling in him. He 
possessed the omnipotence, but he did not use it, but let it "rest" in him. 
Christ was poor, weak, suffered and novyaCovtos tov Adyov (Irenaus). And 
this again is not human speculation, not of Church fathers and "Lutheran 
dogmatics", but this explanation is given by Christ himself when he says in 
reference to his death: "No one takes it (life) from me, but I leave it from 
myself. I have power to leave it and have power to take it away again">”> 
But that this power to die and live at will is to be related to Christ according 
to his human nature, goes without saying, since according to his divine 
nature suffering, dying and resurrection cannot be attributed to Christ, 
vaciav, a> oiKOv anpdortov. *’° There is more to be said about this in the 
Doctrine of the States of Christ [p. 309]. But even here it is already clear to 
us: the limited power that we grant to Christ in the state of humiliation does 
not consist in the renunciation of omnipotence, be it according to divine or 
human nature, but in the voluntary renunciation of the use of power in His 
human nature. 


The communicated omniscience. “ 

According to his human nature, Scripture attributes to Christ not only 
extraordinary human knowledge,*”” but also divine knowledge or 
omniscience. Just as Christ performs miracles quite differently from the 
prophets and apostles, namely out of his own omnipotence, so too in his 
prophetic ministry 74 pywata tov Sov he speaks quite differently from the 
prophets and apostles. While these, like John the Baptist, ex t>s ynsc, speak 
of the earth, that is, from revelation that takes place on earth (through 
inspiration), Christ speaks as 6 ex Tov ovpavov spyopEvoc what he saw and 
heard "in the council of the Holy Trinity” and saw continuously and 
uninterruptedly in his proclamation on earth and 


375) Joh. 10:18. 376) 1 Tim. 6:16. 377) Luke 2:52. 
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heard as 6 Ov E1c TOV KOATOV Tov natpdc and as 6 Ov Ev ev TH Obpava. *7”8) In 
other words, Christ taught on earth not from human but from his divine 
knowledge, the source of which was the uninterrupted Trinitarian 
relationship. But since this teaching of Christ took place in human nature and 
through the human nature of Christ, his human nature was partaking of the 
divine knowledge. This is also expressed when in the same context it is said 
of Christ as God's messenger kat' sGoxrv that God gives him the Spirit ovK 
ek wétpov *!%), while believers have only gifts of grace katé 16 wétppv *8. 
The gift of the Spirit ob ek pétpov is, according to the context, the name of 
the divine knowledge communicated. **”’ — Furthermore, if Christ, in his 
teaching activity on earth, was a true-hearted man—he did not need anyone 
to bear witness to him about a human being, avtdc yap éyivwoxe Ti 6 Hv Ev 
TO GvOpanw *%”—, then he used divine knowledge in his human nature, 
since according to Scripture, being a true-hearted man belongs to God alone, 
KAPSLOYVOTNS KapSioyvOotns KapSioyvaotns Fedc,**9) 

Besides, in Christ there was also limited knowledge in the state of 
humiliation according to human nature. Luke 2:52: 


378) Joh. 3:31-32; 1:18; 3:13. it is striking how one has avoided the clear sense 
of the word here. Christ has testified the "divine things" on earth, not because he was 
in heaven before (Nésgen, Geschichte der neutestliche. Rev. 1, 218), nor because he 
went to heaven afterwards (Meyer on Joh. 1:18), nor because he went to heaven 
every day for the purpose of learning in the spirit (BGhl, Dogmatik, p. 340), But 
because his é€nyeto801 [explanation] on earth was in the sic tov KOAmov Tob maTpdc 
[in the bosom of the Father], at the same time. The Trinitarian relationship was not 
interrupted by the Incarnation. The whole futility of the contrary view is expressed in 
a remark in the English edition of Meyer's commentary [p. 70]: "He, while on earth, 
was still in heaven (3:13), yet not de facto, but de jure.” According to this, the 
thought would be: Because Christ had a right to heaven, but was not actually in 
heaven, he could reveal the heavenly things to which no man has access. Correct, 
however, is Dummelow on "which is in heaven" [A commentary on the Holy Bible, p. 
780]: "Some important authorities" (§ [HEBREW] B, L) "omit these words, which, if 
genuine, affirm that our Lord was at the same time on earth and in heaven, in a state 
of humiliation and in a state of glory.” 

379) Joh. 3:34. 380) Eph. 4:7. 

381) The right thing here is de Wette against Meyer. Cf. also Philippi IV, 1, 296, 
442 as well as Hengstenberg and Keil on the passage; Quenstedt II, 232 sq. 

382) Joh. 2:24-25 etc. 383) Acts 1:24; 15:8; 1 King 8:39. 
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mpoékonte oogia.; Mark. 13:32: ovdé 6 vI6c, scil. cide Epi TIS NUEPAS 
exsivysc. On the basis of the Scripture in Christ, we must distinguish, 
according to human nature, a double knowledge: the knowledge that is 
communicated to human nature from the divine through personal union, and 
the knowledge that is given to human nature, as a natural, essential attribute. 
The former is infinite (omniscientia), the latter is finite and capable of 
growth (scientia naturalis, habitualis, experimentalis). When Scripture 
reports that Jesus has increased in wisdom, mpoéxomte cogia, this is not to 
be understood as a mere apparent growth, but as a real growth,** but 
according to the natural knowledge essential to human nature. But how could 
limited knowledge be found in one and the same person besides divine 
knowledge? In the same way that in one and the same person, besides 
omnipotence, limited power, powerlessness and death were a fact. Like 
divine omnipotence, divine knowledge in the state of humiliation was not 
always active in human nature, but only to the extent necessary to direct the 
ministry of Christ. Thus divine knowledge did not operate in human nature 
in relation to the day and hour of the end of the world,*®°) because the Last 
Day is not the object of proclamation on earth, but according to divine order 
it is to remain hidden from men. We therefore have to say: Just as 
HovyaCovtos tov AGyou, that is, by not actuating the divine omnipotence in 
human nature, in this nature, besides omnipotence, limited power, poverty, 
fatigue, suffering and dying is allowed, so nHovyaCovtos tov Adyov, by not 
actuating the divine knowledge in human nature, in this nature, besides 
divine omniscience, knowledge is limited. Of course, it has been said that it 
is difficult, even impossible, to imagine an actus primus (the omniscience 
thought at rest) and an actus secundus (the omniscience thought in action) in 
relation to the communicated omniscience. The Reformed theologians 


384) Eg. Hunnius: Verissimum est, quod Lucas scribit, puerum Iesum sapientia 
crevisse, non simulate profecto, sed in rei veritate, ut Lucas scribit, coram Deo et 
hominibus. (Libelli quatuor de pers. Christi, [Google] p. 70.) Plus Luther, St. ZL. XII 
155. 

385) Mark. 13:32. This passage treats Quenstedt II, 255 f. and I, 6 f. exegetically 
and dogma-historically very thoroughly. Cf. Luther Sz. L. XII, 155 f. 
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mock here. The Princeton Review also spoke of "nonsense" here a few years 
ago. *86) One has to admit the difficulty. Even the old Lutheran theologians 
were aware of the difficulty. But, if you look closely, the conceptual 
difficulty is no greater in not actuating omniscience than in not actuating 
omnipotence. The fact that the poor could be, suffer and die with whom the 
divine omnipotence and divine life remained personally united is not more 
comprehensible than the fact that the one who could not know something 
with whom the divine omniscience was personally united. The "conceptual 
difficulty" does not only begin with the double knowledge that we 
historically have about Christ, but lies further back. It lies there that the 
infinite God and the finite man form an I. Whoever accepts this basic fact, 
despite its "conceptual difficulty", as a fact in the light of the testimony of 
Scripture, and also admits fatigue, suffering and dying in being united with 
the person, the Son of God, reveals the opposite of wisdom and scientificity, 
when he now afterwards gets so excited about the individual facts of this 
wonderful God-human life as testified by Scripture that he speaks of 
"nonsense", when it is a matter of "retracted omnipotence" as well as of 
"retracted omniscience". In order to make the resting of divine knowledge in 
the human nature of Christ visible in something, ancient theologians have 
reminded us that in man in the state of sleep knowledge is not lost, but only 
rests or is reduced to the actus primus. *8” That is correct. There is certainly 
a dormant knowledge. At one time in psychology, there was not incorrect 
talk of knowledge "sunk below the threshold of consciousness". But it is 
good when the old teachers explain that they do not prove anything with the 
analog of human knowledge, but only want to illustrate something that is 
already established in the Scriptures. Christ is divine knowledge resting in 
human nature. It must be admitted that the divine knowledge, taken for itself, 
is not to be thought of as dormant, 


386) Vol. 1910, p. 692: "Retracted omniscience is, of course, not omniscience at 
all. To speak of potential omniscience is simply to talk nonsense." 
387) Eg. Hunnius' Libelli quatuor de pers. Christi, p. 72 sq.; with Baier II, 57. 


183 > The communicated omniprescence. {English ed. ~ 165-166] 


but always as active (as actus purissimus). But this is not divine knowledge 
in itself, but divine knowledge in so far as it has entered into the human 
nature of Christ and is active or not active in this human nature,**®) just as the 
divine omnipotence, according to the need of the office to be performed, was 
active or not active in human nature. But where is the unity of consciousness 
in Christ? Well, we are not facing a theory here, but a fact. The Scripture 
says of the one Person of Christ both the unlimited divine knowledge and the 
limited human knowledge, as we have seen above. After all, it is not a 
question of whether we can "think" something, but whether something is a 
fact. Even Bohl reminds us of this when he says in reference to the divine 
omniscience in Christ: "Jesus Christ, the eternal wisdom, did not apply this 
wisdom. This cannot be explained rationally; we cannot indicate how he 
could deny and, so to speak, forget the omniscience. But that he did not 
apply it is historically certain."*8” 

The Communicated Omnipresence. “ 

Already in the preliminary remarks on the genus maiestaticum it was 
pointed out that the participation of the human nature of the Son of God in 
his divine omnipresence had caused a very special contradiction. At this 
point the Reformed theologians are not content with an emphatically 
repeated adbvatov (it is impossible),*” but here they believe they have a 
right to speak of an "monstrous fiction" (monstrosum figmentum), "godless 
monstrosity" (impium monstrum) and to deny the Lutherans the last remnant 
of reason. *?!) A number of expressions that Reformed theologians use to 
characterize the communicated divine presence are reluctantly reproduced in 
print. They declare themselves only from 


388) Quenstedt II, 248. 389) Dogmatik, p. 338. 

390) For example Sadeel, De veritate hum. nat. Christi, p. 18 sqq.; in Frank III, 
356. 

391) Admonit. Neostad., c. 8, p. 265; Beza, P. I, Respons. ad act., p. 144; 
Danaeus, Examen libri Chemnitii, p. 441; with Quenstedt II, 268; with Frank III, 394. 
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the fanaticism of a party spirit. °°?) Also Loofs of Halle is so upset in this 
point that in the third edition of the Herzog Realenzyklopddie he presents the 
Reformer of the Church before the whole world as a man who had spoken 
"complete nonsense" and "absurdities". *°*) The deficit of spiritual and 
natural understanding of the matter in Loofs’ criticism of Luther will become 
apparent in the following exposition. First we turn to the Reformed denial of 
the communicated divine omnipresence. 

The Reformed denial of the communication * of the divine 
omnipresence to the human nature of Christ, which has been so vigorously 
pursued, must again be placed first under the heading of suicide. The 
situation is somewhat different with Loofs. Loofs accuses Luther of having 
"forced Christology into the scheme of the two-nature doctrine". Loofs thus 
denies the "two-sided doctrine", that is, the connection of God and man to 
one “T” or to one person. Thus, there can be no talk of a communication of 
divine attributes, especially the divine omnipresence, to human nature. Loofs 
is Luther's doctrine of a divine omnipresence communicated to the human 
nature of Christ because the whole thing, the unio personalis of God and 
man, is "utter nonsense" to him. Loofs, like all deniers of the "doctrine of 
two natures", has taken his place extra ecclesiam. But the situation is 
different with the Reformed theologians. They want to hold seriously to the 
Unitarians in the doctrine of the two natures, that is, in the incarnation of the 
Son of God. They not only want to accept but also defend the fact that the 
human nature of the Son of God has a real and not merely nominal share in 
his divine person. But they deny in the strongest possible terms that the 
human nature of the Son of God can share in his divine omnipresence 
because the finiteness of the Infinite is not capable. 


392) Quenstedt II, 268: Helena ubiquitaria (Danaeus). In the Admonit. Neost. 
states in the passage just c. 8, p. 265: Sicut simia [monkey] semper est simia, etiam 
induta purpuram, ita ubiquitas corporis semper est monstrosum figmentum, 
quocunque nomine eam appellent, seu maiestatem, seu modum dextrae Dei, seu esse 
personale, seu omnipraesentiam, seu real communicationem idiomatum etc. [Google] 


393) RE.’ sub Christology. 
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With this, as I said before, they swept the weapon against their own chest. 
The divine Person of the Son of God is admittedly no less infinite than his 
divine omnipresence. Therefore, they speak every word they say against the 
participation of human nature in the divine omnipresence, also against the 
participation in the divine Person of the Son of God and thus against 
themselves. The Reformed theologians do not get over the aut — aut 
(“either-or’’) that they have held out to them from the very beginning, that 
they either admit the communicated divine omnipresence or also have to 
deny the communicated divine Person, because the divine omnipresence of 
the Son of God is not greater than the divine person of the Son of God. Also 
the individual counter-arguments, for example, that especially as a result of 
the communicated divine omnipresence Christ ceases to be a true man and a 
true high priest, and is transformed into a ghostly apparition,**” meet, if they 
meet, with equal weight the communicated divine personality. When Hodge 
says: "Omnipresence and omniscience are not attributes of which a creature 
can be made the organ", he forgets to add: "So the human nature of Christ 
cannot be the organ of the divine Person of the Son of God either, and 
therefore the Unitarians are obviously right against us, and we Reformed 
theologians deny to the Lutherans what we are trying to assert of the 
Unitarians with all seriousness". This is the suicide which the Reformed 
theologians commit by denying the communicated divine omnipresence. 
Denial of participation in the divine omnipresence is factual denial of 
participation in the divine Person. 

But the Reformed protest against the communication of the divine 
omnipresence to the human nature of Christ is also a protest against the 
statements of Scripture which explicitly teach this omnipresence. Scripture 
teaches us in Eph. 4:10 that Christ ascended over all the heavens to fill the 
universe, dvoPds DrEpavo TAVTIOV TOV ODpAaVev iva TANPHoH TH Téavta. One 
has [a marginal reading in the Authorized Version] iva mAnpa@on ta nmavta 
refer to the fulfillment of the prophecies and the completion of the work of 
redemption. But this interpretation of ta mévta 


394) Hodge II, 416 f.; Bohl, p. 344 f. 
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does not correspond to the wording and the context. The words: to descend 
from heaven and then again: to ascend over all heavens, that is, over all 
created things, for the purpose of fulfilling ta mévta indicates prima facie a 
relationship to the universe and not a relationship to prophecy or to the work 
of redemption. Meyer, therefore, quite rightly, just like the old Lutheran 
theologians, rejects the relationship out of the fulfillment of prophecy and 
the accomplishment of the work of redemption and adds: "No, Christ, raised 
to the fellowship of the world regiment, fulfills the whole world, té& mévta.". 
But the statement of the text was then again violated by the declaration that a 
fulfillment with mere effectiveness is to be thought of here. So also Meyer, 
when he adds to the words: "Christ, raised to the fellowship of the world 
regiment, .fulfills the whole world": "by his preserving and ruling 
effectiveness". Meyer believes he may be allowed to say that "here, as little 
as Eph. 1:23 or elsewhere" there is talk of the "ubiquity of the body of 
Christ" advocated by Faber Stapulensis [Jacques Lefévre d'Etaples] and the 
Lutheran theologians. But Meyer's opinion contradicts the context. The 
contrast in the text between "going down" and "going up", 6 kataBdc avtdc 
ion ion Kat d GvaBdc, expresses not only an exerted effect but also a personal 
presence. Just as not merely an efficacy but a person has descended, so not 
merely an efficacy but a person has ascended above all the heavens. And it, 
this Person, 6 dvaBdac, fills the universe. We can only ask whether we are 
talking here about the person of Christ according to divine or human nature. 
The relationship to Christ according to the divine nature would give rise to 
the thought that the eternal Son of God does not fill the universe from the 
beginning, but only after his incarnation and the subsequent exaltation. This 
thought, however, is rejected on all sides. So, if we do not want to do 
violence without the words of the Scriptures, we truly have no other choice 
than to find here—in reference to Meyer's words—the teaching expressed: 
"Christ, raised to the fellowship of the government of the world", that is, 
according to human nature, "fills the whole world, ta mavta 
[everything]."°°> 


395) Strictly paraphrased according to the text Eph. 4:10 Balduin: Adscendit 
Christus vagpavo navtwv ovpavoev, longe super omnes coelos. Ergo nui- 
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What prompts Meyer and also most of the modern exegetes of the Scriptures 
to avoid the clear literal sense here and in parallel passages is obviously the 
fright of the "ubiquity" of Christ's human nature. And this fright comes from 
the fact that one cannot get rid of the mistaken idea of a local expansion of 
the Body of Christ. But this already refers to the manner of the omnipresence 
of Christ according to his human nature, which will soon be discussed in 
more detail. Here it is first of all only a question of whether the fact of the 
omnipresence according to human nature is attested in Scripture. And this 
testimony is present in the words: 6 kataBdcs adtdc éotw Kai 0 vac 
OTEPAVO TAVTOV TOV OdPaVvev iva TANpdoyn ta T&vta [Eph. 4:10]. 7° Also 
Eph. 


lum prorsus coelum ex creatis illis potest esse locus Christi, ad quem ista sua 
adscensione pervenit. Ideo mox additur, Christum ita longe supra omnes coelos 
adscendisse, ut impleret omnia, ce'rte non ecclesiam suam, sed omnia; non donis 
suis, ut Beza in Glossa marginali interpretatur, sed corpore suo, quo in coelos 
adscendit, ut jam potentissime et praesentissime dominetur omnibus creaturis. Et sic 
Theophylactus hunc locum exponit: whether hanc causam, inquit, haec omnia efficit, 
ut omnia impleat dominatu operationeque sua, idque in carne, quandoquidem 
divinitate jam ante cuncta compleret. Fructus hujus exaltationis in exemplo 
evidentissimo ostenditur, nimirum in largissima donorum suorum communicatione in 
ecclesia, de qua ita loquitur: "Et ipse dedit quosdam quidem apostolos" etc. [Google] 

396) The much quoted words of Oecumenius and Theophylact reflect the 
teaching of Scripture: Koi yap kot yvpvp TH 14 Ta GOTT TAG TA MEVTO ET ANPOV 
Kol Kol GapK@OEic tva TH AAVTA GapKOc LETH TANPOY KaTEBNH Kai avéBn [“He 
indeed long ago filled all things with His bare deity, and having be- come incarnate, 
that He might fill all things with His flesh, He descended and ascended” (Trigl. 1145, 
Cat. Test., IX )]. That Meyer does not find in these words either the omnipresence of 
Christ according to human nature is proof of the power of the dogmatic prejudice by 
which he allows himself to be dominated. As far as the context of Eph. 4:10 is 
concerned, the situation is as follows: the apostle deduces from the fact that Christ, 
exalted above all the heavens, fills or penetrates the universe, v. 10, the gift of gifts to 
the Church, v. 11: Kot avtdc edaxe tous LEV atootdAoUs KTA [“And he gave the 
apostles, etc.], thus returning to the starting point of his exposition v. 7: "To each one 
of us grace was given according to the measure of Christ's gift. — Like Meyer, 
Salmond is also in The Expositor’s Bible in Eph. 4:10 Salmond is anxious to see the 
words, as they stand, come to their right. But frightened by the spectre of the spatial 
expansion that he imagines and attributes to the Lutherans, he then avoids the truth of 
Scripture. He says at first quite correctly: "As in 1:23 the verb" (zAnpovv) "has the 
sense of filling, and t4 mévtoa is to be taken again in its widest application", namely 
as designating the whole world or the universe. "The thought is the larger one that the 
object of Christ's ascension was that He might enter into regal 


188 > The Doctrine of Christ [English ed. ~ 170-171] 


1:20-23 states that Christ, according to his human nature, is present both in 
the universe and in the Christian church. That Christ is spoken of here 
according to human nature is clear from the words: God "raised him from the 
dead and placed him at his right hand in heaven". That Christ, according to 
human nature. That Christ is present in the universe according to human 
nature is expressed in the words: God "has placed him at his right hand in 
heaven above (vaepévo@) all authority and power and might and dominion 
and every name that is mentioned, not only in this world but also in the 
world to come, and has put everything (7avta) under his feet". And that 
Christ is present according to his human nature as in the universe, and also in 
the Church, is stated in the words: "and has given him as head over all to the 
church (tn sxkAnoia), which is his body (ic), the fullness of him who fills 
all in all". Excellently 


relation with the whole world, and in that position and prerogative bestow His gifts as 
He willed and as they were needed. He was exalted in order that He might take 
kingly sway, fill the universe with His activity as its Sovereign and Governor, and 
His Church with His presence as its Head, and provide His people with all needful 
grace and gifts. In Old Testament prophecy to ‘fill heaven and earth’ is the note of 
Deity (Jer. 23:24)." [See also Expositor’s Greek Testament, v. 3, p. 328] But through 
all that Salmond says about Christ's elevated relationship to the whole world and to 
the Church, about Christ's presence in the world as its ruler and about Christ's 
presence in the Church as its head—through everything he makes a dash by denying 
the relationship of the great things mentioned in the text to human nature. And he 
does this because he creates in himself the idea of a spatial extension of Christ's 
human nature, and then puts it under the Lutherans. In his statement he includes the 
following remark: "Nor is there anything to suggest that the ubiquity of Christ's body 
is in view, as some Lutherans have argued (Hunnius, Calov, etc.). The idea that is in 
the paragraph is not that of a 'diffused and ubiquitous corporelity,' as Ellicot well 
expresses it, but that of a ‘pervading and energizing omnipresence. But what Ellicot 
"well expresses", the "diffused and ubiquitous corporelity", is not in the text. But it is 
also not found with the Lutherans, but only in the fantasy of the Reformed 
theologians. That's why, contrary to the wording of the Scriptures, they deny the 
effective omnipresence communicated to Christ according to His human nature, and 
their thoughts on Eph. 4:10 take place in the following "abortus", as Dannhauer puts 
it: Christus humana sua natura ascendit in coelos hoc fine, ut Deitate omnia impleat, 
tanquam ascensione ideo opus habuisset, ut ea natura, qua jam ante aspensionem 
omnia implesset, omnia impleret. [Google] (Hodos. VIII, 396.) 
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Chemnitz emphasizes what is said at this point about Christ's rule in the 
universe by comparing Christ's rule with the rule of worldly kings. Secular 
rulers rule over their territory in absentia; Christ, according to his elevated 
human nature, is present everywhere. "Christ's humanity (humanitas)," he 
says, "reigns in the Logos and with it over all things, not from afar, or 
separated by an immense space, ... as is the nature of kings, when their 
dominion extends far and wide over many and distant provinces, but as it" 
(humanitas) "has its existence in the Logos, so, inasmuch as it is personally 
attached to the Logos, it has all things before it in the Logos. Here, Chemnitz 
adds, one must think not of the essential and natural attributes of human 
nature, but of those attributes which are due to it through personal union and 
through exaltation above all names and above all things. °°”) And that Christ 
was given the head of the Church by exaltation is not to be thought, in our 
place, as if the exalted head were separated from the Church on earth, but the 
opposite is expressed. The Church stands in relation to her exalted head in 
that she is His Body, to oa avtov, and as Body she is the fullness, that is, 
the fulfilled, of Him who fulfills all things in all, 76 zAjpwpa tov Ta TavtO 
EV TA0L TAnpovpévov. With the genus that Christ, according to his elevated 
humanity, fills the universe (ta mGvta), the apostle establishes the species 
that he also fills the Church, which is his body. Eph. 1:20-23, however, 
clearly expresses that Christ, according to his humanity, fills the world and 
the church with his effective omnipresence. *°*) Also 


397) De duabus naturis, c. 30, p.m. 205. 

398) In the opinion of zAjpe@ne in our place, as is well known, the 
booms diverge in all wind directions. HarleB, for example, thinks that special 
investigations have shown "that zAjpauc is only used in the New Testament 
in the active sense, so that the genitive associated with it designates the 
fulfilled object". This version, applied to our position, would not make the 
sense that Christ fulfils the Church, but the opposite, that the Church fulfils 
Christ. Others (e.g., Fritzsche on Rom 11:12), on the other hand, believe that 
the passive meaning of "Christ" is the most common in the New Testament. 
Philippi even considers "that we are perfectly sufficient for the New 
Testament with the passive meaning”. It has been rightly recalled that much 
unnecessary artifice 
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all scriptural passages which describe the man Christ as exalted and seated at 
the right hand of God, teach eo ipso that to the man Christ belongs, as to 
omnipotence, so also to omnipresence. 


has been done with mAnpoue (fill). TAjpopue can, like the German "Fille", 
be used actively and passively. The context must decide each time. If we 
here have to take mAnpovoia as a depository == "fulfill", as is almost 
generally admitted, then we must passively grasp it as the fulfillment of 
Christ. This results in the thought that fits perfectly into the context: "Christ, 
who fulfills the universe, especially also fulfills the church, which is his 
body, and which is called his zAjpapa because of the pAnpovadar that 
emanates from him, the fulfilled by him. Also the frames: zAjpopo == the 
"full measure” of Christ and the other == "complement", supplementum, of 
Christ (as the head of the Church) are excluded here, because and not only 
stand side by side, but also refer to each other: this is the result of 7Ajpova 
(“to fill”). Therefore, we have to keep the same concept in both. Fritzsche 
rightly points to this "paronomasia" and adds: eadem substantivo, quae 
verbo notio insit neces se est [“the same substantive which is necessarily 
contained in the word notion”. If zAnpopa == "Vollma8" (full measure), 
mAnpovasat would have to be taken to mean: "the full measure of making", 
and we would have the thought: The Church is "the full measure of him who 
brings the All in everything to the full measure". And if zAjnpopa == 
"complement" or supplement of Christ, then we would have the meaning: 
The Church is "the supplement of him who makes the All in everything a 
supplement". In short, tAnpovo$ai who grasps—"fulfill" must refrain from 
grasping anything other than "the fulfilled". Christ fills, and the church is 
filled. So rightly, Meyer, before he begins with an interpretation of the 
"ubiquity": "The church is the fulfilled Christ, that is, that which is fulfilled 
by him. Of course, the meanings can also be "Vollmaf", "Ergénzung" or 
implementum, "Volizahl" etc. But these meanings must be indexed by the 
context, which is not the case here. The ev zao1, placed next to T& mévta, 
completes and reinforces the latter—"all in all". This thought has also been 
in the minds of those who want to translate ev maou: "in all pieces" or "in all 
appearances" or even "everywhere". Well, Philippi says to our passage: "If 
the church is mentioned as the body of Christ to zAnp@pe tov T4 
TANPOVHEVOV EV TEVTO EV TAG AANpovpEvov, it is presented as the fullness or 
as filled by him who fills the All in all the pieces. However, here we find 
Calov, Bibi, illustr., p. 669 sq., a dictum probans for the ubiquity of the 
Body of Christ. For to grasp instrumentally with Meyer ev mao (== with 
everything) and to think only of the effectiveness penetrating the universe is 
not possible, if only because of the parallel passage Eph. 4:10. Admittedly, 
Meyer also declares iva zAnpwon Té tévta etc. to be merely effective. " But 
the context and opposition of 0 kataBdc and avtdéc requires éoT1 Ka 6 
avapdc vasepdvo mavtToV Tov ovpavev and then of 6 & vaBic vaepava 
TAVTOV TOV Ovpavev and iva TANPwoit] Té mévta the relation of the latter to 
the non-operative but personal presence of the Exalted in the universe. He is 
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The "right hand of God", to which Christ is raised after suffering and death, 
is not a disputable greatness. Scripture itself gives us an interpretation of the 
expression. When the Apostle adds to the words "and has set him at his right 
hand in heaven": "above all authority ... and has put all things under his 
feet", we have in this addition of the Apostle's own explanation of the term 
"right of God", to which Christ is set after being raised from the dead. In this 
way, however, the right of God is not to be thought of as a limited place in 
which Christ, according to his human nature, is closed off from the universe 
and the church, but on the contrary, God's omnipresent power and effect, and 
Luther and the old Lutheran theologians do not present their own thoughts 
but scripture, if they show Christ from his seat at the right hand of God, as 
omnipotence does. 79”) 

Finally also the word of promise Matt. 28:20 éy@ p80’ Dud sip Tdo0c 
TOS NLEPAs EWS Tis OvVTEAEiAs TOD Aivos is not exclusive to Christ, but 
inclusive of his human nature. It would be arbitrary, after all, if we wanted to 
give the statement: "I am with you always, until the end of the world" a 
different relationship than the one immediately preceding it: "All authority in 
heaven and on earth has been given to me.” [Matt. 28:18] Now all power in 
heaven and on earth is given to Christ in time not according to divine but 
according to human nature. Thus also the promise of omnipresence is to be 
related to Christ according to human nature. *” 


therefore taken from the barriers of space, dvaBdc vtEpava TAVTOV TOV OLPAVOV, in 
order to freely set himself personally present within the universe.... And it is precisely 
as the omnipresent, that is to say as being present also in his congregation, that he has 
given gifts to the same. (Glaubensl. IV, 1, 462.) 

399) Luther, St. L. XX. 802 ff.; Hollaz, Examen, P. Ill, 8.1, cap. Il, qu. 58; 
Dunnhauer, Hodos. VIII, 397. 

400) Chemnitz observes (De duabus naturis, p. 197) on the point: Extra 
controversiam ad assumtam Christi naturam pertinere manifestum est. He adds: Ac 
sane causam nullam habemus, cur in dulcissima illa promissione praesentiae Christi 
in ecclesia assumtam eius naturam, qua cognatus et Frater noster est, nos membra 
corporis eius, de carne eius et de ossibus eius, separemus, disjungamus et 
excludamus, cum ipse in tradenda illa promissione multis circumstantiis assumtam 
suam naturam notet ac describat, sicut ex textu ostendimus.[Google] — Baier III, 60: 
Omnipraesentiam humanae Christi naturae communicatam credimus iuxta illud, 
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The manner of the omnipresence of Christ according to human nature 
(modus omnipraesentiae). * 

If one wants to eliminate the contradiction against the participation of 
the human nature of Christ in the divine omnipresence, it is necessary to 
uncover the reason for the contradiction. It is this: As soon as the opponents 
of Lutheran Christology see before them the scriptural passages which read 
Christ's omnipresence according to human nature, they imagine a specter 
before their eyes, from which they flee in horror. The ghost is the idea of a 
spatial expansion of the Body of Christ. They mean: If Eph. 4:10; 1:20-23 
(iva TANPOoN TA TAVTA — TO TANPOLA TOV TA01 TA MAVTA EV TAOL 
TANpovpevov) were to be taken as they are, and if according to Col. 2:9 (ev 
AVTO KATOLKEL AAV TO TANPOLA THs B'edTH TOS C@paTiKaS), Joh. 1:14 (0 
Oyos ops Béveto) etc. the Son of God were not to be thought of as an extra 
carnem, and therefore Christ filled the church and the universe also 
according to his human nature, we would have to imagine the body of Christ 
as spatially extended, towering above heaven and earth and thus as a 
monster. This is the reason for the contradiction. And this their own 
conception, which Luther rightly calls "childish", Reformed, Roman and 
modern theologians persistently blame the Lutheran Church when they call 
the Lutheran doctrine of the omnipresence of Christ according to human 
nature "ubiquitous doctrine" and its representatives "ubiquitists”. In a letter 
to the Elector of the Palatinate of 19 October 1560, Brenz complained: 
"They want us to bear the blame, as if we were to spread and expand the 
body of Christ spatially to every place and hold ubiquity. But that we are 
wronged in this, Your Electoral Grace has taken it from our own, and 
especially from Dr. Luther's blessed writings that have gone out in print. So 
there are two different ubiquities. One is called Jocalis, spatial; n this way, 
none of us says, to my knowledge, quod humanitas Christi sit ubique, nor is 
it rightly addressed, 


quod Christus ipse Matt. 28:20 dicit: Ecce, ego (cui data est omnis potestas in coelo 
et in terra, v. 18:quique nunc misi ministros ad docendum et baptizandum, v. 19) sum 
(secundum eandem naturam, secundum quam mihi data est omnis potestas) vobiscum 
(ubicunque in hoc mundo futuri estis) omnibus diebus. [Google 
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whoever may speak such things. The other is personalis et supernaturalis, 
quam veteres ex illo loco: 'Coelum et terram ego repleo, dicit Dominus' 
vocarunt repletivam [Google]." “©? And elsewhere Brenz says: Finxerunt 
novum et prodigiosum ubiquitatis vocabulum, ut eo facilius rudibus et rerum 
nesciis imponant et persuadeant, nos etiam novum et prodigiosum dogma 
excogitasse, corpus Christi tanquam alutam in omnia loca geometrice se 
extendere et diffundere.[Google] *” Less scientifically, but still somewhat 
more understandably, Luther describes the Reformed delusion of a spatial 
expansion of human nature by the divine nature associated with it in this 
way: "as a peasant puts on doublet and trousers, as doublet and trousers are 
stretched out to surround the body and thighs". Christ's body presents itself 
to the Reformed Roman imagination "as a great straw bag, since God would 
be within with heaven and earth". 4°) Lutheran Christology has been fought 
with this delusion from time immemorial until our own time. This idea is 
also the basis of the objection to Lutheran doctrine, which is considered 
irrefutable: if Christ's body is omnipresent, why do we not see it as soon as 
we open our eyes; why do we not feel it as soon as we stretch out our hands; 
why do we not eat and drink it as often as we eat and drink over tables? 4” 
In recent times, Loofs' spirit is depressed by the same idea when he 
pronounces the following scathing judgment on Luther: "Can it be taken 
seriously that 'the flesh and blood of Mary is the Creator of heaven and earth' 
(E. A. 25”, 378)? Is this really more than just a way of speaking? And when 
Luther, in contrast to the 'transient' idiomatis of human nature, which Christ 
now has no more than food, drink, sleep, etc., counts among the ‘natural ones 
who remain’ 'that he has body and soul, skin and hair, flesh and blood, 
marrow and bone and all the members of human nature’ (E.A. 257, 378), is it 
not utter nonsense to speak of a ubiquity of the human nature of Christ thus 
understood? Is the body of Christ really 'skin and hair' in every loaf of bread 
(E.A. 30, 69 f.)? 


401) Anecdota Brentiana from Pressel, p. 478. 

402) De personali unione duarum nat. in Christo Witeb. 1578. Cf. Baier Ul, 63. 
403) StL. XX, 953. 961. 

404) So also Klee, Katholic. Dogmatik Il, 453. 
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Is he the one — why isn't he being "caught" (op. cit.)? And what kind of 
mankind is that which is everywhere and can be compared to the sun's 
brightness (op. cit., 69)! — Luther's thoughts have led to absurdities, already 
in his own mind, because they were forced, again in his own mind, into the 
scheme of the theory of nature. The new wine is spoiled by the old 
wineskins." 4°) So Loofs. Luther's answer to this truly unpolite criticism of 
Luther will hardly seem too crude. Luther writes: "Lift yourself, you coarse 
enthusiasm, with such lazy thoughts! If you cannot think higher or 
differently here" (namely, that Christ's humanity is stretched out by the 
Godhead like a peasant in doublet and trousers), "stay behind the oven and 
roast pears and apples while you do so, leave this matter in peace! For Christ 
went through a closed door with His body, and yet the door was not 
expanded, nor His body drawn in; how then," (considering the being of 
Christ's humanity in the Person of the Son of God), "should humanity be 
extended or the Godhead fenced in, since much is a different’ and higher 
way?” 4° There is no doubt: the contradiction against the participation of the 
human nature of the Son of God in his divine omnipresence would hardly 
take such a fanatical form if the erroneous idea of a spatial extension of the 
Body of Christ could be removed from our minds. 

And this should not be too difficult, because this idea must be denied 
any justification from the standpoint of natural reason alone. How should 
human nature, through its connection with divine nature, come to a local 
expansion, since God himself cannot be ascribed any local expansion! 
Everyone agrees with Luther when he writes: "God is not such a stretched 
out, long, broad, thick, high, deep being. ... Nothing is so small, God is even 
smaller; nothing is so great, God is even greater; nothing is so short, God is 
even shorter; nothing is so long, God is even longer; nothing is so wide, God 
is even wider; nothing is so narrow, God is even narrower. *°” But if God is 
not spatially extended, as is admitted, how should the human nature of Christ 
come to be spatially extended by its personal binding with the divine nature! 


405) RE#IV,55. 406) St. L. XX, 953; E. A. 30, 213. 
407) St. L. XX, 961. 
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It is therefore rightly stated in the Formula of Concord: “We unanimously 
reject and condemn .. . that the humanity of Christ is locally extended 
(localiter extensa) in all places of heaven and earth; which is to be ascribed 
not even to the divinity.” 48 So, in the whole matter it can only be about the 
one question: whether Scripture attributes to Christ's human nature not only 
a spatial but also a non-spatial mode of being (illocalem subsistendi modum). 

The Reformed theologians deny this. In one form or another they, from 
Zwingli on *°” up to modern times, establish the canon with Heidegger: "The 
human body has no other presence than the visible, local, circumscribed 
presence; the opposite invisible, definitive and non-local presence belongs to 
the spirit."“! This also explains the strange polemic of the Reformed 
theologians that they think they have already sufficiently refuted Lutheran 
teaching when they cite scriptural passages in which Christ's local and 
visible presence is mentioned, for example in the manger, in Jerusalem, in 
Galilee, etc."4!) 

But this only local, visible way of being of Christ according to human 
nature is a human fiction against the clear witness of the Scriptures. 
According to Scripture, Christ has at least three different ways of being 
according to human nature. For the sake of clarity, in the following coherent 
presentation we repeat many things that have already been said in other 
contexts. 

According to scripture the body of Christ was first in the manger in 
Bethlehem (Luke 2:7), in the temple in Jerusalem (Luke 2:46), in His 
garment, whose hem the woman touched (Matt. 9:20), in the ship that 
crossed the lake (Matt. 8:23), in the house of judgment, on the cross and in 
the tomb (Joh. 18 and 19). This is the way of being (modus subsistendi), 
according to which the body of Christ gave and took room, could be seen 
with eyes, touched with hands and grasped. Christ used this mode of being— 


408) M. 695, 92. [Trigl. 1049, F. C., Sol. Decl. IX, 92] 

409) Reports on the colloquium in Marburg. St. L. XVII, 1943 ff. 

410) Heidegger, Corpus theol. christ., cap. 17, § 61: Corporis humani non alia 
quam visibilis, localis, circumscriptiva praesentia est, et opposita illi invisibilis, 
definitiva et illocalis spirituum est. 

411) So Heidegger, 1. c.. 


196 > The Doctrine of Christ [English ed. ~ 176-177] 


apart from a few exceptions*!”) —in His life on earth, because the purpose of 


His life on earth was to be seen, heard, persecuted, seized, mocked, 
ridiculed, crucified and taken to the grave by men ev pope SovAov. This is 
the praesentia localis or circumscriptiva. *!?) No one doubts that Scripture 
teaches this way of being of the Body of Christ. But in passing we must 
remember that this way of being is also incomprehensible to the human 
mind. For if we consider that in the human nature of Christ, even in the state 
of humiliation, the fullness of the Godhead dwelt as in the Body of Christ, it 
is not understood that the Body of Christ could be seen, touched, or even 
remain in existence, and that it was not consumed by the fullness of the 
Godhead even more quickly than straw from the fire. But the fact of this way 
of being ev 6no1mpatt dvSparov is testified in Scripture. 

But if we do not want to avoid further instruction from Scripture, we 
cannot avoid attributing another way of being to the Body of Christ. As the 
Scripture John 20 does not report any opening, but on the contrary says that 
Christ came to the disciples with closed doors, tov Svpav KEKAELOLEVOV, SO 
his body was however "in the closed door" or where another body (solida 
materia) was already there. Calvin admittedly asserts that Christ removed 
the "solida materia" through the effect of his omnipotence, in order to make 
his entry possible through the opening that thus arose?"*! But there is 
nothing about this in the text. Rather, as Meyer correctly remarks, the text 
points to "a wonderful appearance that did not require the doors to be opened 
and that happened while they were closed. The text and context are so clear 
that Marcus Dods has recently renounced Calvin's interpretation. He writes: 
"Calvin supposes Jesus opened the doors miraculously; but that is not 
suggested in the words. Rather it is 


412) Joh. 8:59; Luke 4:30. 

413) Luther describes the praesentia localis or circumscriptiva like this: "First 
of all, a thing in a place is circumscriptive or localiter, that is, when the place and the 
body inside rhyme, meet and measure with each other, just as in a barrel is wine or 
water, since the wine does not take more space, nor does the barrel give more space, 
for so much of the wine is. (St. L. XX, 947 f.) 

414) Institute. IV, 17, 28. 
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indicated that His glorified body was not subject to the conditions of the 
earthly body, but passed where it would."*! So we cannot avoid to learn 
from Joh. 20 that Christ's body has a way of being according to which He 
neither gave nor took room. The same way of being is indicated when it says 
Luke 24:31 of Christ that He disappeared from the disciples of Emmaus, 
Agavtos éyéveto ar' avtov. This is the unspatial way of being, which has 
been called praesentia illocalis and definitiva. *! Here now the Reformed 
contradiction sets in with all its might. And this can be explained by the 
factual situation. Reformed Christology, in so far as it stands in opposition to 
Lutheran Christology, is fighting for its life here. According to thesis and 
antithesis it is based on the canon that the body of Christ is only given a 
spatial and visible mode of being. The non-spatial and invisible mode of 
being—she assures us—belongs to the spirit world and cannot be stated by 
the human nature of Christ 


415) The Expositor's Greek Testament to Joh. 20:19. The "glorified" is not to be 
pressed, because Christ could use and actually did use this way of being already 
before the resurrection, Joh. 8:59; Luke 4:30. Among recent theologians Philippi 
again pointed out that Christ's body was already taken from the barriers of space in 
the state of humiliation. Philippi remarks: "As he [the Son of Man] entered through 
closed doors after his resurrection, so he disappeared before his resurrection before 
his enemies, Jn 8:59; cf. Luk 4:30; and we see therefore that even then his body was 
not subject to the conditions and limits of space and matter in the same way as ours. 
(Glaubenslehre IV, 444. Cf. Luther, St. L. XX, 912.) 

416) Luther describes the praesentia definitiva like this " In the second place, a 
thing is in a place definitive, incomprehensible, when the thing or body is not tangible 
at a place and does not measure itself according to the space of the place where it is, 
but can occupy about much space, about little space. So, they say, find the angels and 
spirits in places or places; for so an angel or a devil can be in a whole house or town; 
again he can be in a chamber, drawer or box, even in a nutshell. The place is physical 
and comprehensible, and is measured according to length, breadth, and thickness, but 
that which is in it is not equal in length, breadth, or thickness to the place in which it 
is; indeed, it has no length or breadth at all. ... That means that it is incomprehensible 
to be in a place, for we cannot comprehend it nor measure how we measure the 
bodies, and yet it is in that place all the same. In such a way was the body of Christ as 
he went out of the closed tomb and came to the disciples through the closed door, as 
the Gospels testify. (St. L. XX, 948.) 
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without destroying it. If the Reformed theology had to give up this canon, 
the whole vocabulary would not fit, with which it fought Lutheran doctrine. 
If, for instance, Calvin calls Lutheran doctrine a "stultum commentum" 
[stupid comment], whereby "Marcion was raised from the dead", and Christ's 
body was transformed into a "phantasm" or into a "spirit". 4!” this vivid 
polemic is based only on the Reformed canon, that the human nature of 
Christ has only a spatial and visible mode of being. But this canon cannot be 
held to Scripture. This is shown especially by Calvin through the obvious 
violations he has to allow himself with the relevant scriptural passages. In 
John 20, as we have already seen, he removes the closed doors by inserting 
an opening that contradicts the text and context. Then he even increases the 
correspondence by citing an alleged analog that is not an analog according to 
explicit scriptural statements. For in the commentary on Joh. 20:19 he says: 
"We know that Peter left the closed prison: must it therefore be said that he 
penetrated through iron and stones? Let us therefore leave those childish 
sophistries (pueriles argutiae), behind which there is nothing, and which 
contain much nonsense (deliria). Calvin refers to Peter's miraculous 
salvation from the prison, Acts 12:3 ff., but he forgets the difference between 
Joh. 20 and Acts 12. As explicit as it is reported in Joh. 20 that Christ came 
to the disciples with closed doors, so explicit is Acts 12:10 mentions that 
Peter came through the open door into the street, Ht1c (THAN) abtToLATH 
Hvotyyn adtdic. Also the words Luke 24:31: Christ "disappeared before them" 
is violated by Calvin. He takes the liberty of interpreting these words to 
mean that Christ did not become invisible (non factus est invisibilis), but had 
such an effect on the eyes of the disciples that they could not see him (tenuit 
eorum oculos). *!® Through these 


417) Institute. IV, 17, 29. 17. 

418) Institute. IV, 17, 29: Quod citant ex Luca (24:31), Christum subito 
evanuisse ex discipulorum oculis, quibuseum Emaunta profectus erat, nihil illis 
prodest et nos adjuvat. Nam ut sui conspectum illis ererret, non factus est invisibilis, 
sed tantum disparuit. Sicuti, eodem Luca teste, cum simul iter faceret, non induit 
novam faciem, ne agnosceretur, sed tenuit eorum oculos. 
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obvious mishandlings of the text of Scripture, it becomes even clearer to us 
that the illocal nature of the body of Christ cannot be interpreted away from 
the scriptural statements of John 20:18 and Luke 24:31. Even Calvin's 
assertion that Christ's body is transformed into a spirit through the illocal 
way of being,*! is still expressly opposed by Christ himself in Luke 24:37, 
when he describes the spiritual thoughts that had come to the disciples at the 
time as erroneous and disproves them in a very tangible way (Luke 24:38- 
43): “Why are ye troubled? and why do thoughts arise in your hearts? 
Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and see; for a 
spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me have. And when he had thus 
spoken, he shewed them his hands and his feet. ... he took it, and did eat 
before them.” This point has already been dealt with in more detail in the 
communio naturarum (pp. 143 ff.). Thus the Reformed Christology 
experiences its Waterloo in the clear scriptural testimony of the also illocal 
way of being of the Body of Christ. Reformed Christology puts everything 
on one card, that the Body of Christ can only be present spatially and visibly, 
and with the loss of this card it loses everything. It is as Luther characterizes 
the situation: "Because we prove from the Scriptures that Christ's body can 
be in more ways than in such a bodily way" (namely locali et visibili modo) " 
we have thereby sufficiently contended that the words should be believed as 
they read: ‘This is my body’ because it is not contrary to any article of faith 
and is also according to the Scriptures, as it passed Christ's body through a 
sealed stone and a locked door. For since we can indicate a way above the 
bodily, comprehensible way, who would be so bold as to measure and 
encompass God's power as not to know other, more ways? And yet the 
enthusiast cannot stand up to this, for they prove that God's power is to be 
measured and encompassed, because all their reasoning is based on the fact 
that Christ's body must be in one place alone, bodily and 
comprehensibly."4 

But the Scriptures teach yet another mode of being of the human nature 
of Christ. The Scripture does not only report that Christ, 


419) Instit. 1V, 17, 29: Ita nugando (Calvin means the Lutherans) non uno 
quidem' verbo, sed periphrasi ex carae Christi spiritum faciunt 
420) St. L. XX, 950. 
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according to his human nature was localiter in the manger in Bethlehem, in 
his garment, in the temple in Jerusalem etc. and furthermore illocaliter in the 
locked door, but Scripture teaches above all also this, that the human nature 
is entitled to be in the Person of the Son of God at the same time and in 
addition to the aforementioned ways of being. This way of being, which 
belongs only to the human nature of Christ and not to any other human 
nature, is reported in Scripture wherever it calls the human being Christ 
"God", "Son of God", "Lord of Glory" etc. Everyone must admit that this is a 
completely different and much higher way of being than being in the 
manger, etc. With the manger in Bethlehem and with the door closed, the 
man Christ is not a person, but with God he is a person. Here we are with the 
human nature of Christ, as Luther puts it, "in another land", in a land that is 
beyond the manger in Bethlehem, beyond Jerusalem, Judea, Galilee and 
Samaria, beyond all geography, in short, beyond all creatures. 47!) This is 
what we call the supernatural, divine way of being of the human nature of 
Christ (praesentia supernatnralis et divina), called by Luther *””) and the 
Lutheran Confessions 4?) the "third" way. According to this way of being— 
and only according to this way of being—the human nature of Christ 
participates in the divine omnipresence. And just as the body of Christ 
neither expands nor evaporates nor contracts in the non-spatial being in the 
closed 


421) Luther, StL. XX, 962 f.: “Here we go with Christ beyond all creation, 
according to both His humanity and His divinity; here we are in another country with 
the humanity than when He walked on earth, namely, outside and above all creatures, 
for here His humanity is solely in the deity.” 

422) Luther describes the praesentia repletiva or divina like this "Thirdly, a 
thing in places is repletive, supernatural, that is, when something is at the same time 
completely in all places and fills all places and yet is not measured and understood 
from any place according to the space of the place where it is. This is the way only 
God is assigned to God, as he says in the prophet Jeremiah. 23:23: "I am a God from 
near and not from far away, for I fill the heavens and the earth... But if such a person 
is supernaturally a person with God, and is not a God apart from this person, then it 
must follow that he also celebrates in the third, supernatural way, and may he be 
everywhere where God is, and may all things be thoroughly full of Christ also 
according to the humanity; not in the first, physical, comprehensible way, but in the 
supernatural, divine way. (XX, 949. 951.) 

423) M. 693, 81. [Trigl. 1045, 81; FC VUI, 81] 
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door and at the time of becoming invisible neither expands nor evaporates 
nor contracts, much less, in the case of the unspatial being in the person of 
the Son of God, is there any thought of an expansion, evaporation or 
contraction of the body of Christ, since God is not "such a stretched out, 
long, broad, thick, high, deep being, but a supernatural, unsearchable being, 
which at the same time is in every grain of its being whole and yet in all and 
above all and except all creatures; therefore there must be no fencing here, as 
the spirit dreams". 7”) If one objects to this How can human nature become 
and be a part of this way of being without destruction? the answer is: If we 
could grasp this—in modern terms: grasp it "cognitively"—we should be 
able to grasp how God becomes man, or, which is the same thing, how God 
and man can form one ego without all transformation. But Scripture reveals 
the fact. And he who believes the fact that human nature is assumed into the 
Person of the Son of God, as the Reformed theologians confess to believe 
with us, has lost every right to speak against the omnipresence of Christ 
according to human nature; for he eo ipso—namely, by the incorporation of 
human nature into the Person of the Son of God—places the human nature of 
Christ wherever the Person of the Son of God is. Hase's mockery of the 
inconsistency of Reformed Christology is not undeserved: "It is inconsistent 
to assert the highest unity of the person, while one does not dare to do so out 
of the lesser commonality of attributes. Also, according to the Reformed 
view, the whole traditional scriptural evidence of the meeting of two natures 
in Christ" (that is, that Christ is true God and true man in one Person) 
"wavers. *°) Luther, who on the basis of the Scriptures establishes the "two 
natures doctrine", therefore does not go beyond the Scriptures when he says: 
"Wherever you place God, you must also put mankind; they cannot be 
separated from each other, they have become one Person; and does not 
separate humanity from itself like Master Hans rips off his coat and puts it 
aside when he goes to sleep.. For that I give the simple-minded a crude 
parable: Humanity is more closely 


424) St. L. XX, 961. 425) Ev. Dogmatik, p. 226. 


202 > The Doctrine of Christ [English ed. ~ 182-183] 


united with God than our skin with our flesh, indeed more closely than body 
and soul. ... Neither can you, therefore, peel the divinity from humanity and 
make it sit where humanity is not, for in doing so you would separate the 
person and make humanity a shell, a coat, which the divinity would put on 
and take off, which would then be the place or space, and should therefore 
the physical space be able to do so much to separate the divine Person, 
which neither angels nor all creatures may separate.” “© And another word 
of Luther may be heeded here: "You must put this being of Christ, if he is 
one person with God, even far, far beyond creatures, as far as God is outside; 
again, you must put it as deep and near into all creatures as God is inside; for 
he is an inseparable Person with God. Where God is, there he must be, or our 
faith is wrong. But who wants to say or think how such things happen? We 
well know that it is so, that he is in God apart from all creatures and one 
Person with God; but how it is done, we do not know, it is above nature and 
reason, also of all angels in heaven, only God is aware and known."*””) 

Thus, not only according to Lutheran dogma, but also according to the 
Scriptures, Christ has at least three different ways of being according to 
human nature. We say "at least". That it is advisable to distinguish a fourth 
way of the presence of the Body of Christ, namely the praesentia 
sacramentalis in the Lord's Supper, will be explained later, where the 
relationship of the omnipresence of the Body of Christ to the presence in the 
Lord's Supper is mentioned. If we seek an understanding with Reformed 
Christology, it must begin at this point. The Reformed Church must let go of 
the claim, contrary to Scripture, that the human nature of Christ is only given 
the spatial and visible mode of being. This claim, based on rationalism, has 
rightly been called the radical untruth of Reformed Christology. It is on this 
radical untruth that the blatant maltreatment of the scriptural passages that 
we have just noted in Calvin's writings is based. This radical untruth is the 
fruitful mother of the many mocking remarks about the communicated 
omnipresence ("monster", "delirium" etc.) with which the Reformed 
theologians from Zwingli and Calvin up to the latest 


426) StL. XX,951f. 427) St. L. XX, 956, 
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time have corrupted their writings. On this radical untruth are based all the 
objections which the Reformed theologians have been making for almost 
four hundred years now, from the second article of the Apostolic Symbol, 
against the communicated omnipresence, by seriously claiming—together 
with the Papists—that the communicated omnipresence contradicts 
conception and birth, visible so-journ on earth, suffering, death and burial, 
the descent into hell, resurrection, ascension to heaven and return to 
Judgment. *?®) All these "contradictions" disappear immediately as soon as 
they—as Scripture demands—tecognize not only the local but also an illocal 
mode of being of Christ according to human nature. *”°) To take only the 
reditus ad iudicium as an example: 


428) So detailed Heidegger, Corpus theol. christ., de persona Christi, § 61. Also 
Roman theologians. Cundisius: Solent Calvinistae et Iesuitae non sine insigni 
oppositionis elencho . .. nos insimulare tanti facinoris, quasi per nostram doctrinam 
de omnipraesentia carnis Christi dogmata quaedam fidei everteremus. Calviniani 
pridem urserunt verba ultima Articuli Secundi: Inde venturus est iudicare vivos et 
mortuos. ... Ex Jesuitis jam instar omnium sit Robertus Bellarminus, qui libr. 3. de 
incarn., c. 12., scribere haud veretur, quod pugnet ubiquitas cum articulis symboli de 
Christi conceptione, nativitate, morte, sepultura, descensu ad inferos, resurrectione, 
ascensione et descensu ad iudicium. [Google] (Notae ad Hutteri Comp., p. 343.) 

429) Kromayer, Theol. pos.-pol. I, 248 sq.: Contra omnipraesentiam opponunt: 
1. Ascensionem in coelum. Sed respondemus, Christum per ascensionem suam non 
omnem praesentiam, sed visibilem duntaxat conversationem nobis subtraxisse, prout 
in coelum iamiam ascensurus promittit, se nobiscum futurum usque ad 
consummationem saeculi. .. . 2. Sessionem, ad dextram Patris opponunt. Verum cum 
Luthero statim hoc argumentum invertimus: Imo quia Christus secundum humanam 
naturam consedit ad dextram Patris, ideo praesens est nobis in terris. Per sessionem 
enim ad dextram Dei non situatio vel collocatio Christi ad certum locum, sed totius 
huius universi omnipotens et omnipraesens gubernatio intelligitur. ... 3. Reditum ad 
iudicium obvertunt. Sed respondemus, Christum rediturum ad iudicium, quoad 
praesentiam visibilem. ,, Videbit eum omnis oculus et qui pupugerunt eum“, Apoc. 1, 
7 [Google]. Unde reditus iste per exipaveiay vel apparitionem exponitur Tit. 2, 13. 4. 
Humanam Christi naturam finitam suisque dimensionibus circumscriptam obiiciunt. 
Sed respondemus, hoc argumentum cum larvis pugnare, quia humanam Christi 
naturam nullatenus infinitam, sed finitam, interim tamen propter unionem 
personalem cum ioyo et sessionem ad dextram Dei omnipraesentem statuimus. 
Crassam istam, diffusam, et expansam praesentiam, quam nobis affingunt Calviniani, 
toto pectore execramur; interim humanam Christi naturam praesentia divina 
praesentem esse creaturis omnibus, ductum Scripturae secuti, credimus. Praesentia 
ista 
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Even though Christ, according to his human nature, is already with the 
Church on earth during the whole period between the Ascension and the Last 
Day, by virtue of his promise: "I am with you always, until the end of the 
world", he can come again on the Last Day without contradicting himself, 
since his present being with the Church takes place according to the invisible 
way of being and the "coming again" according to the visible way. All that is 
needed is to let the decree go: "Corporis humani non alia quam visibilis, 
localis, circumscriptiva praesentia est.” [“The human nature of Christ has no 
other mode of subsistence than that which is visible, local, and 
circumscribed.” ] In particular, they would also be beyond the need to 
interpret the "right hand of God" to which Christ is elevated according to 
human nature as a closed place in heaven, although Scripture itself explicitly 
describes the right hand of God as the omnipresent dominion over the 
universe, Eph. 1:20 ff. etc. The zp@tov wevddc of the only local mode of 
being of Christ's human nature has at last produced two Reformed arguments 
against the omnipresence that has been communicated, which also lack any 
natural reasonableness, but which are nevertheless continued in the catalogue 
of Reformed objections right up to our own time. This is first of all the 
objection that human nature is made infinite by the omnipresence 
communicated. Luther, on the other hand, is quite correct: Since the world is 
not infinite but only finite, human nature does not need infinity to be 
omnipresent. “°° That nevertheless the argument has also been used by 
recent Reformed theologians, including Hodge,” 


divina Es, 40, 15. sqq. describitur, quod omnes creaturae instar puncti eidem sunt 
obiectae et expositae, ... 6. Locum Matt. 26, 11.: ,, Me non semper habetis“, 
obtendunt. Sed respondemus distinguendo inter rem et modum rei. Licet Christus 
neget, eo modo, quo sc. beneficiis affici possit, ut tum temporis factum fuerat, se in 
posterum praesentem futurum apostolis; praesentiam tamen ipsam non negat, sed 
potius promittit Matt. 28, v. ult. [Google 

430) Luther XX, 965: "That he (Zwingli) deduces and therefore concludes: 
Where my teaching should be that Christ's body is everywhere, where God is, so 
would Christ's body be alterum infinitum, an infinite thing, just as God himself, etc.: 
he could well see that himself, where anger did not blind him, that such a 
consequence is nothing. For the world in itself is not infinitum or infinite; how then 
can it follow that Christ's body is infinite, where he is everywhere?” 

431) System. Theol. Il, 417: A body which fills immensity is not a human 


body. 
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is a proof of the fact that arguments are inherited from one generation to the 
next without any testing. — Of the same nature is also the assertion that 
every real body must be necessarily in space. Zwingli already used this 
argument against Luther in Marburg to prove that Luther must assume a 
spatial and visible presence of the Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper if he 
teaches a presence of the true Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. Luther 
silenced Zwingli by proving that Zwingli's assertion was not true even in the 
natural world. The universe, or body of the world, is a real body and yet not 
in space. If we wanted to put another space around the outermost part of the 
world body (corpus extimum), we would have to think of a second space 
around the first, a third around the second, and so on. This would result in a 
progressus in infinitum, and infinity would be attributed to the world. 

: "Assuming that the world is in space, we would have to 
teach the infinity of the world. To stay with the truth, it is important to note: 
Where all creation ends, there is not yet another space and behind the first 
space another space etc., but the universe is in the unspatial God. As 
Scripture expressly teaches: Ta mévta ev avto avvéatnkev, Kol. 1:17, and: 
Ev avto Couev Ka Kivobpeda Kai éopév, Acts 17:28. 8” 

We close the section on the modus omnipraesentiae Christi secundum 
humanam naturam [“mode of Christ’s omnipresence according to the human 
nature”’] with some remarks by Luther and Lutheran theologians. We believe 
that this is not too much to do with the matter. The most deplorable division 
of the Protestant Church at the time of the Reformation, like all divisions in 
the Church, had its original cause not in doctrinal differences but in envy and 
ambition, as already was explained in the section on the genus idiomaticum. 
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But when this actual motive of separation sought cover behind doctrinal 
differences, and Zwingli and companions described the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper as the point at which they could not go with Luther, they 
justified their difference in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper and their 
separation from Luther with the canon that Christ's human nature could only 
be attributed the spatial and visible mode of being. And so it stands until this 
day. Therefore, the erroneous proposition of the only spatial mode of being 
and the correct proposition of the multiple mode of being of Christ's human 
nature is of far-reaching significance. In accordance with this situation, we 
shall follow up here with some more of Luther's and Lutheran theologians' 
discussions of the multiple modes of being of Christ's human nature. A 
statement by Luther on the threefold nature of Christ's human nature, which 
is also included in the Confession, reads as follows 43”): 

“The one body of Christ (Christi unicum corpus) has a threefold mode or all 
three modes of being anywhere. 99] First, the comprehensible, bodily mode, 
as He went about bodily upon earth, when, according to His size, He vacated 
and occupied space [was circumscribed by a fixed place]. This mode He can 
still use whenever He will, as He did after the resurrection, and will use at 
the last day, as Paul says, 1 Tim. 6:15: "Which in His times He shall show, 
who is the blessed God [and only Potentate, the King of kings and Lord of 
lords]." And to the Colossians, 3:4: "When Christ, who is our Life, shall 
appear." In this manner He is not in God or with the Father, neither in 
heaven, as the mad spirits dream; for God is not a bodily space or place. And 
this is what the passages how Christ leaves the world and goes to the Father 
refer to which the false spirits cite. 100] Secondly, the incomprehensible, 
spiritual mode, according to which He neither occupies nor vacates space, 
but penetrates all creatures wherever He pleases [according to His most free 
will]; as, to make an imperfect comparison, my sight penetrates and is in air, 
light, or water, and does not occupy or vacate space; as a sound or tone 
penetrates and is in air or water or board and wall, and also does not occupy 
or vacate space; likewise, as light and heat penetrate and are in air, water, 
glass, crystal, and the like, and also do not vacate or occupy space; and much 
more of the like [many comparisons of this matter could be adduced]. This 
mode He used when He rose from the closed [and sealed] sepulcher, and 
passed through the closed door [to His disciples], and in the bread and wine 
in the Holy Supper, and, as it is believed, when He was born of His mother 
[the most holy Virgin Mary]. 


433) Formula of Concord, Art. VII Miiller, p. 667 ff. [Trig/. 1005, F. C., Sol. Decl. 


VI, 98 ff.] 
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101] Thirdly, the divine, heavenly mode, since He is one person with God, 
according to which, of course, all creatures must be far more penetrable and 
present to Him than they are according to the second mode. For if, according 
to that second mode, He can be in and with creatures in such a manner that 
they do not feel, touch, circumscribe, or comprehend Him, how much more 
wonderfully will He be in all creatures according to this sublime third mode, 
so that they do not circumscribe nor comprehend Him, but rather that He has 
them present before Himself, circumscribes and comprehends them! For you 
must place this being of Christ, who is one person with God [for you must 
place this mode of presence of Christ which He has by His personal union 
with God], very far, far outside of the creatures, as far as God is outside of 
them; and again as deep and near within all creatures as God is within them. 
For He is one inseparable person with God; where God is, there must He 
also be, 102] or our faith is false. But who will say or think how this occurs? 
We know indeed that it is so, that He is in God outside of all creatures, and 
one person with God, but how it occurs we do not know; it [this mystery] is 
above nature and reason, even above the reason of all the angels in heaven; it 
is understood and known only by God. Now, since it is unknown to us, and 
yet true, we should not deny His words before we know how to prove to a 
certainty that the body of Christ can by no means be where God is, and that 
this mode of being [presence] is false. This the fanatics must prove; but they 
will forego it. — 103] Now, whether God has and knows still more modes in 
which Christ's body is anywhere, I did not intend to deny herewith, but to 
indicate what awkward dolts our fanatics are, that they concede to the body 
of Christ no more than the first, comprehensible mode; although they cannot 
even prove that to be conflicting with our meaning. For in no way will I deny 
that the power of God may accomplish this much that a body might be in 
many places at the same time, even in a bodily, comprehensible way. For 
who will prove that this is impossible with God? Who has seen an end to His 
power? The fanatics indeed think thus: God cannot do it. But who will 
believe their thinking? With what do they make such thinking sure?” [Trigl. 
1005, 1007, 1009: 98-103] 

Like Luther, Lutheran theologians teach the multiple nature of Christ's 
human nature. Brenz sets the matter out splendidly, rejecting at the same 
time the multiplication and expansion of the human nature. Brenz writes: 
Itaque non habuit vel duo vel tria vel qua tuor corpora, aliud quidem in 
Hierusalem, cum in templo concionaretur aut in cruce penderet, 
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aliud in urbe Roma, aliud Athenis, aliud in coelo : sed unum idemque 
corpus, quod erat in Hierusalem visibiliter et localiter, erat cum Deitate, 
ubicunque ea esset, extra omnia loca invisibiliter et illocaliter. Neque enim 
ea loca, quae sunt in nostris humanis oculis diversa et a se invicem distantia, 
sunt tot, tanta et talia in oculo divinae maiestatis, sed sicut omnia tempora 
sunt ei momentum (only a moment), ita et omnia loca sunt ei unus locus, imo 
ne punctus quidem loci, aut si quid minutius dici potest... Quare cum 
coniungimus Deitati Christi humanitatem eius, non extendimus nec 
diffundimus corpus eius corporali et locali modo, sed tribuimus ei illam 
maiestatem, quam quidem humana ratio comprehendere non potest, sed 
quae ipsi propter hypostaticam unionem debetur. [Google] *” 

Chemnitz answers the objection that a multiple mode of being of 
Christ's human nature implies a contradiction: Nec fit implicatio 
contradictionis, si idem corpus dicatur esse in uno loco iuxta proprietates 
essentiales naturali modo, et si supra physica idiomata per Dei voluntatem 
ac potentiam supernaturali, coelesti et divino modo ponatur non in uno, sed 
in pluribus locis. Non enim contradicentia sunt, si alio atque alio respectu et 
modo contraria eidem tribuuntur. This supernatural, divine mode of being, 
however, is part of the human nature of Christ, insofar as it has personaliter 
subsistit in hypostasi Filii Dei, quae et in omnibus locis et supra et extra 
omnia loca existens assumptam naturam arctissima, intima et individua 
praesentia unitam sibi. [Google] >) Quenstedt writes: Pessime (Calviniani) 
confundunt diversos praesentiae modos et sibi opposunt atque a praesentia 
camis naturali concludunt ad exclusionem praesentiae tov Adyov et camis 
personalis. ... To the objection that the humanity of Christ is non ubique, 
cum esset in utero, in sepulcro etc., Quenstedt answers: Confunditur 
praesentia naturalis cum personali. .. Locorum d1aotnpata in describenda 
unione (personali) non attendenda. Non enim personalis unio est inter 
matris uterum, sepulcrum, crucem et divinam naturam. Aliud est, extra 
carnem propriam esse, et aliud, extra uterum esse, in quo caro assumption; 
Aodyog non cum utero Mariae aut sepulcro, sed cum carne sua unam 
constituit personam. [Google] (Syst. IT, 202 sq.) 


434) De unione duarum natt., p. 20. 
435) De duabus naturis, p. 191. 197. 
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Chemnitz treats the controversial point with great seriousness and at the 
same time points out that the Reformed contradiction has its reason in carnal 
thoughts. He says: Quomodo possumus illaesa conscientia dicere, locorum 
intervalla obstare aut impedire, quominus Filius Dei, sicut verba testamenti 
ipsius sonant, corpore suo in coena sua adesse possit, cum et loca et 
tempora et omnia potenter in manibus et sub pedibus suis habeat, etiam 
secundum humanam naturam. Adest autem non quidem localiter, sed ratione 
potentiae divinae, hypostaticae unionis et dexterae Dei. Assumpta enim 
Christi natura, sicut antea diximus, intima prdesentia personaliter subsistit 
in hypostasi Filti Dei, quae et in omnibus locis et supra atque extra omnia 
loca existens assumptam naturam arctissima, intima et individua praesentia 
unitam sibi habet. . . Aliter in terra conversatus fuit, aliter in coelo apparet 
in gloria, aliter adest in coena cum pane et vino, aliter in tota ecclesia, aliter 
omnes creaturas ev Ady sibi praesentes habet. ... Nihil obstat, nisi quod 
ratio nostra turbatur cogitationibus de localitatibus ac de ratione (manner) 
praesentiae corporum iuxta conditiones huius seculi per positum et 
contactum physicum. Kemoveantur itaque omnes cogitationes carnales et 
terrenae de localitatibus! [Google] °° 

While Heidegger claims that the spatial and visible presence of Christ's 
human nature is a thing of necessity and does not depend on the will of 
Christ (localitas ex naturae necessitate, non ex voluntatis libertate pendet 
43), Chemnitz says the opposite. He explains that the whole visible change 
of Christ on earth is non necessitate aliqua inevitabili, but depends on the 
divina Verbi voluntas. And Chemnitz relates this precisely to the local way 
of being: Voluit, ut tempore exinanitionis seu in diebus carnis ita se gereret 
sicut alius quispiam homo, sicut in reliquis visibilis et externae 
conversationis partibus, ita etiam in physica locatione et circumscripto seu 
locali praesentiae modo iuxta conditionem huius seculi. *°® Chemnitz is 
right: Christ has used and abolished the local and visible way of being at 
will, as has been amply demonstrated above. It must be remembered here 
again that 


436) De duabus naturis, p. 197. 
437) Corpus theol. chr., loc. 17, § 61. 
438) De duabus naturis, p. 185. 
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underlying the mpatov yevddc of the only local mode of being of the human 
nature of Christ is the further general harm of rationalism. Reformed 
theology seeks to determine a priori what the human nature of Christ can 
endure without being destroyed or shattered, when in fact we can learn only 
from "historical reality", namely from the revelation of Sacred Scripture, 
what is or is not possible in the proclaimed great mystery of the Incarnation 
of the Son of God without harming natures. *°” 

Following the doctrine of the communicated omnipresence, several 
individual questions still need to be addressed. This is due to the much 
disputed character of this doctrine. 

The communicated omnipresence and Holy Communion. “ 

It is a legend, incited by Reformed theologians, that Luther constructed 
the doctrine of the participation of Christ's human nature in the divine 
omnipresence in order to establish his doctrine of the real presence of the 
Body and Blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper. The recent Reformed 
teachers also repeat this legend. Thus Hodge says: "second objection" 
(against the Lutheran doctrine of the communication of attributes) "is that 
the character of the explanation was determined by the peculiar views of 
Luther as to the Lord's Supper. He believed that the body and blood of Christ 
are really and locally “° present. And when asked, How can the body of 
Christ, which is in heaven, be in many different places at the same time? he 
answered that the body of Christ is everywhere. And when asked, How can 
that be? his only answer was that in virtue of the incarnation the attributes of 
the divine nature were communicated to the human, so that, wherever the 
Logos is, there the soul and body of Christ must be." “+” Bohl also justifies 
his condemnation of genus maiestaticum: "The same is about the real 
communication of the attributes of divine nature to the human and was 
trained in contrast to Zwingli, who denied the presence of the body of Christ 
on earth, especially in Holy Communion.” “” Unfortunately, this 


439) Konkordienf., p. 685, § 52-53. [Trigl. 1033, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 52-53] 

440) This "locally" is only one example among many of how historically 
incorrectly Hodge presents Lutheran doctrine. 

441) Syst. Theol. Il, 414. 442) Dogmatik, p. 344. 
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unhistorical way of presentation is also found many times in the more recent 
histories of dogma. The fact is the following:. The fact is the following: 
Luther's proof of the presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper is 
the words of institution themselves. As for the proof of his doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper, Luther says: "So this is the sum total of having the clear, bare 
Scripture for us, which thus reads: "Take, eat; this is my Body’, and we are 
not in need of, nor should be urged to "write about such a text" (that is, 
beyond). Luther therefore "asks" the enthusiasts, "that they did not want to 
desire from him to prove this text: "This is my body." It's enough: "Because 
Christ says here: “%) Yes, Luther explains that the doctrine of Christ's person, 
especially the communication of the attributes, does not actually belong to 
the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, if it is a matter of the scriptural proof of 
the real presence of the Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. “*” But does not 
Luther, especially in the controversy over the Lord's Supper, energetically 
present the teaching of Christ's omnipresence according to human nature? 
Indeed! But not in order to prove his doctrine of the Lord's Supper, but to 
bring into light the emptiness of the opposing objections against the 
possibility of the presence of the Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 
Zwingli and allies attacked the Lord's Supper words "Take, eat; this is my 
body" with the assertion that the real presence of the Body of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper was an impossibility, because Christ had ascended to heaven, 
was seated at the right hand of God, and the Body of Christ could only have 
a local, visible and tangible way of existence. The impossibility of real 
presence is the recurring objection to the actual version of the words of 
institution. In the face of this attempted proof of impossibility, Luther 
reveals that his opponents have unbiblical, "childish" thoughts about heaven 
and the right hand of God, and he explains in particular that according to 
Scripture the body of Christ has at least a threefold mode of existence, 
namely, in addition to the spatial mode of being in the manger in Bethlehem 
(praesentia circumscriptiva) and the unspatial mode of being in the closed 
door (praesentia definitiva), the unspatial, divine mode of being in the 
Person of the Son of God (praesentia divina et reple- 


443) St. L. XX, 782. 795, 444) St. L. XX, 943. 
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tiva), according to which latter way the omnipresence of the body of Christ 
cannot be denied. Luther expressly says: "That I proved how Christ's body is 
everywhere, because God's right hand is everywhere, I did that because I 
even publicly expressed there “#°) that I indicated a certain way, so that God 
might be able that Christ was in heaven and his body in the Lord's Supper at 
the same time, and reserved more ways for his divine wisdom and power, by 
which he might be able to do the same, because we do not yet know the 
measure of his power at the end of his power."““® Luther sees the matter in 
such a way that he does the more than was necessary when he, in the 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, gets involved in the doctrine of Christ's Person 
and especially in the doctrine of the communication of attributes. "For the 
sake of our people," says Luther, "to strengthen them, I will continue to act 
as the dreamer's reason and causes are nothing, and prove abundantly that 
there are neither articles of faith contrary to Scripture nor articles of faith, 
that the body of Christ is in heaven and the Lord's Supper at the same time, 
although I do not owe it to the ‘enthusiasts’ to do so."**”) This is the 
historical course of events which led Luther to treat the doctrine of 
omnipresence in connection with the Lord's Supper. Because the 
misrepresentations about this point, which is important in principle and in 
practice, did not cease, fifty years later, in the preface to the Book of 
Concord, one felt compelled to point out once again emphatically the true 
historical facts. It says there: “Although some theologians, and among them 
Luther himself, when they treated of the Lord’s Supper, were drawn, against 
their will, by their adversaries to disputations concerning the personal union 
of the two natures in Christ, nevertheless our theologians in the Book of 
Concord, and by the norm of sound doctrine which is in it, testify (diserte) 
that both our constant and perpetual opinion and that of this book is that with 
regard to the Lord’s Supper godly men should be led to no other foundations 
than to those of the words of institution of the testament of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. For since He is both almighty and true, it is easy for Him to do those 
things which He has both instituted and promised in His Word. And indeed, 
when this foundation will not be assailed by their adversaries, 


445) Luther refers to his earlier writing: "That these words etc. are still firmly 
established St. L. XX, 752 ff. 
446) StL. XX, 940. 447) St. L. XX, 802. 
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they will not contend in this kind of argument concerning other methods of 
proof, but, in true simplicity of faith, will firmly insist upon the very plain 
words of Christ, which method is the safest, and is best suited to the 
instruction of uneducated men; for those things which have been discussed 
with greater exactness they do not understand. But indeed, since this our 
assertion and the simple meaning of the words of Christ’s testament are 
assailed by the adversaries, and rejected as godless and conflicting with the 
nature of true faith, and finally are claimed to be contrary to the Apostles’ 
Creed (especially to the statements concerning the incarnation of the Son of 
God, His ascension into heaven, and His sitting at the right hand of the 
almighty power and majesty of God) and therefore to be false, it must be 
shown by a true and thorough interpretation of these articles that our opinion 
differs neither from the words of Christ nor from these articles.."““8) Thus the 
Lutheran Church certainly rejects the claim that it bases the presence of the 
Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper on the divine omnipresence 
communicated to the human nature of Christ. While in the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper she also cites the real participation of the human nature of 
Christ in the divine presence under the heading "reasons", under "reasons" 
she also deals with everything that demonstrates the emptiness of the 
Reformed objections and thus beats the opponent with his own weapons. The 
omnipresence of Christ according to human nature cannot serve as a decisive 
reason for the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, if only because according to 
Lutheran doctrine the presence in the universe is different from the presence 
in the Lord's Supper. In the Lord's Supper Christ's body, although not 
localised, is so present that it is "grasped", that is, received with the bread. 
But the presence in all things is such that it cannot be "grasped" or "seized" 
by any human being. In other words, the Lutheran Church distinguishes 
between the omnipresence of Christ in the universe, established by the unio 
personalis and expressly witnessed to by Scripture, and the presence of the 
Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper, established by the words of institution. 
For the latter mode of presence, therefore, she also has the special name of 
the unio sacramentalis. The Formula of Concord says: " Propter 
sacramentalem unionem panis et vinum vere sunt corpus et sanguis 


448) Miiller, pp. 14 f. [Trigl. 17 f.; Preface, 18] 449) Konkordienf., p. 
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Christi." It is therefore based on a distortion of Lutheran doctrine when, 
against the omnipresence of Christ according to human nature, it is claimed 
by the Reformed that the body of Christ is then received at every meal, or 
when the Catholic Klee thinks that the whole world would then be 
"Eucharist",4>) or when the more recent historian of dogma Loofs, in 
astonishment, asks: "Is it him" (namely also present in every bread)—"why 
is he not ‘caught’ there?"*>” or when Hunzinger has the idea that Luther 
overshoots the mark with his omnipresence teaching and endangers his 
Communion teaching. **) Luther's teaching is this: For all the omnipresence 
of Christ's human nature, Christ's body and blood would not be in the Lord's 
Supper if Christ had not "bound" himself to the Lord's Supper for us human 
beings through the words "This is my body", "This is my blood". "Another 
is," says Luther, "when God is there, and when he is there for you. But then 
he is there for you when he adds his word and binds himself to it and says: 
Here you shall find me. . . . So also, because Christ's humanity is at the right 
hand of God and now is also in all things and above all things in the manner 
of the hand of God, you will not"—as the people fanaticalized by the 
enthusiasts in Luther's time spoke “*4’—"eat or drink him as the cabbage and 
soup on your table, for he wants to. He is now also become 
incomprehensible, and will not catch him, whether he is in your bread, 
unless he binds himself to you, and make up a special table for you by his 
word, and interpret for yourself the bread by his word, that you may eat it, 
which he does and speaks in the Lord's Supper: "This is my body. As if he 
were to say, 'You may eat bread at home, because I am near enough to it: but 
this is the right Tuto, this, this is my body. If you eat this, you eat my body, 
but not otherwise." +) It is precisely on this point that the Lutheran Church 
proves that it adheres to the principle of Scripture. It declares that the 
presence of the Body and Blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper is based on 
Christ's words of institution and cannot be inferred from other doctrines, 
especially not from the doctrine of Christ's Person. 


450) M. 539, 7. [Zrigl. 811, F. C., Epit., VIL, 7.] 451) Dogmatik I, 453. 
452) RE.3 sub Christology, p 55. 453) RE.3 sub Ubiquity, p 188. 
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Agreement among Lutherans on the communicated omnipresence. “ 
The Reformed theologians of old and new times have fought the 

communicated omnipresence with the reference to the disagreement that can 
be found with regard to this point among the Lutherans themselves. In 
particular, Chemnitz has been contrasted with Luther, Brenz and the South 
German theologians. In old times, for example, the Swiss Hospinian. So in 
old times for example the Swiss Hospinian. © In our time Hodge writes: "It 
was a principle with the Wittenberg school of the Lutheran theologians that 
human nature is not capable of divinity. *” This is true also of Chemnitz, the 
greatest of the divines of the age after the Reformation.” According to 
Hodge, Chemnitz is therefore also supposed to have specifically rejected the 
omnipresence of Christ according to human nature as a "monstrosity" and 
"portentum". *®) Hodge is to be excused insofar as he draws his historical 
knowledge about this point from Dorner, whose historical fictions Frank has 
already pointed out. 4?) A judgement closer to historical truth can be found 
in the latest edition of the Encyclopedia of Schaff-Herzog. Here it is denied, 
"that an essential difference existed between the Saxon and Swabian doctrine 
with reference to the suppositions and foundations themselves. For Chemnitz 
himself expressly denied that the hypostatic union, or the personal 
indwelling of the entire fulness of the Deity in the assumed human nature, 
had become "in the course of years progressively greater, closer, fuller, and 
more perfect,’ and rather asserted this indwelling ‘from the first moment of 
the hypostatic union’ (De duabus nat., p. 216), and most decidedly declared 
against the assumption that God can be placed somewhere without placing 
there also the humanity assumed by Him.” *©° This judgment corresponds to 
the historical facts. We 


456) In the pamphlet Concordia Discors, 1607, directed against F. C. 

457) Hodge does not specify what class of Lutheran theologians he refers to as 
"the Wittenberg school of the Lutheran theologians" who claimed "that human nature 
is not capable of divinity". It would fit the Wittenberg Crypto-Calvinists. 

458) System. Theol, Il, 410. 
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can summarise the Christological situation in this way: Both the Reformed 
and the Lutherans lack the necessary basis for a substantial disagreement. As 
long as the Reformed theologians hold fast to their Christological axiom that 
the finite is not capable of the infinite, and consequently do not let the Son of 
God, after his incarnation, be less extra carnem than in carne, and allow the 
human nature of Christ only to be local, so long can no substantial 
disagreement arise among them, neither in thesis nor in antithesis. For the 
Reformed, because of their "Extra Calvinisticum", the unio personalis is 
always only a heightened unio mystica and sustentative [mere sustaining 
union]. Antithetically, because of their axiom "corporis humani non alia 
quam visibilis, localis, circumscriptiva praesentia est" [“of the human body 
is nothing other than a visible, local, circumscribed presence”’] they declare 
every participation of the human nature of Christ in the illocal divine 
presence to be an annihilation of human nature. The Lutherans are 
considered to be Eutychians by them. The old Reformed theologians well 
knew what they were fighting for when they looked for an opening in the 
closed doors of John 20. They need this opening in order to be able to hold 
on to their non alia quam localis praesentia [no other than a local presence] 
and thus the basis of the Reformed Christology. When individual Reformers 
and recently Marcus Dods, on the basis of John 20, grant the Body of Christ 
an unspatial way of being, they are thereby giving the Reformed 
Christological unity bond a prize. As long as they adhere to the Reformed 
fundamental principle that for the human nature of Christ only the local 
mode of being is possible, there can be no talk of substantial Christological 
differences among the Reformed. 

But the same situation confronts us with the Lutheran theologians. As 
long as they hold: in Christo finitum capax est infiniti [in Christ the finite is 
capable of the infinite] and: since the Incarnation the Son of God is 
everywhere where he is, evoapKoc, neque Adyoc extra carnem, neque caro 
extra Aoyov, so long they lack the necessary basis for an essential difference. 
This now also applies especially to Chemnitz. It is a complete reversal of the 
historical fact when Hodge ascribes to this "greatest of the divines of the age 
after the Reformation" the teaching that the human nature of Christ is 
incapable of divinity. It is precisely against this Reformed zp@tov wevdoc, 
which, as we know, was represented by the Crypto-Calvinists Eber, Major 
and Crell, that Chemnitz wrote its famous Christological writing De duabus 
naturis in Christo. Whoever has read this writing 
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is under the impression that Chemnitz is almost to the point of weariness 
with the neque Adyoc extra carnem, neque caro extra XOyov [neither AOyosG 
outside flesh, nor flesh outside A0yov]. Chemnitz says that the unio 
personalis is not to be thought as if the assumed human nature of the whole 
fullness of the Godhead was only merely somewhere (alicubi agglutinata), 
as if a finger is connected with the body, a city lies by the sea, or a line 
touches the circle only at one point, but the unio personalis understands in 
itself "the most present presence of the united natures (praesentissimam 
praesentiam unitarum naturarum)". He judges the opposite view: it would 
be incompatible with piety and truth to think or believe, after the incarnatio, 
that the person of the Logos is outside the assumed human nature and the 
latter outside the Logos. *°!) And as for the capacity of Christ's human nature 
for participation in the divine attributes, Chemnitz teaches: "In the human 
nature of Christ, through personal union, there are not merely natural 
attributes that become part of the nature of the human. In the human nature 
of Christ, through personal union there are not only natural attributes that 
belong naturally to the nature of human nature, nor only extraordinary but 
finite spiritual gifts that far surpass the gifts in the saints, "but from this 
[personal] union human nature in Christ has at the same time, according to 
Scripture, received divine majesty, power, life, etc., given and 
communicated, because it has all the fullness dwelling in itself personally”. 
462) The Scriptural evidence for the communication 


461) De duabus naturis, c. V., p.m. 24 sq.: Assumpta natura toti plenitudini, 
non tantum particulae alicui Deitatis Adyov alicubi agglutinata est, sicut clavus 
adhaeret rotae, planeta circulo, digitus corpori, civitas mari, vel sicut linea circulum 
tangit in uno tantum puncto. Sed facta est unio personalis et ad unum vpiotauevov. 
Hypostatica vero unio non admittitit separationem vel absentiam alterius naturae ab 
altera quasi alicubi seorsim positae, sed complectitur praesentissimam presentiam 
unitarum naturarum inter se... . Ad hypostaticae unionis rationem [being] pertinet, 
quod jam post incarnationem persona tov Adyov extra assumptam naturam et sine ea 
seorsim et separatim nec pie nec recte vel cogitari vel credi potest aut debet, nec 
vicissim caro assumpta extra Aoyov aut sine verbo. [Google 

462) L. c., p. 27: Sed ex hac unione natura humana in Christo sicut totam 
plenitudinem Deitatis habet in se personaliter inhabitantem, ita simul iuxta 
Scripturam accepit donatam et communicatam sibi divinam maiestatem, potestatem, 
sapientiam, vitam etc. ... [Google 
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of divine majesty to the human nature, Chemnitz immediately adds with the 
words: "For the Spirit is not given to Christ according by measure, Joh. 3; all 
things are given into His hands, Joh. 13; all power is given to Him, Matt. 28; 
the whole fullness of the Godhead dwells in Him bodily, Col. 2; with glory 
and honor He crowned Him and set Him above all the works of His hands. 
Hebr. 2; He has put Him above all names, Eph. 1; Christ's flesh is giving life, 
Joh. 5 and 6; His blood cleanses the conscience, Hebr. 7; Even more: 
Chemnitz also explicitly rejects the Reformed reinterpretation of these 
passages, according to which those divine attributes are to be given to Christ 
according to the divine person of the Logos, but not according to the 
assumed human nature. He says: "Certain people claim that those attributes 
proper to the Godhead which, according to the Scriptures, are given, 
bestowed or bestowed on Christ in time, do not concern the assumed human 
nature at all, but are only attached to the person. . . . But Scripture, when it 
speaks of the things given to Christ in time, does not only refer to the person 
in general, but explicitly to Christ according to the assumed human nature, 
namely, the flesh and blood of the same, in order to indicate in this way the 
nature of Christ as the recipient of those things, as Jn. 5: He gave him life 
and the power to execute judgment, because or inasmuch as (as Cyril 
interprets it) he is the Son of Man; so also his flesh is life-giving, and his 
blood makes consciences clean from all sins". Thus, Chemnitz adds, the 
whole of orthodox antiquity unanimously teaches, and it has "rejected as 
heretics those people who claimed that what was given in time according to 
the teaching of the Scriptures to Christ is not to be understood by the 
assumed human nature, but by his other nature, which was before the 
Incarnation. “© Thus Chemnitz teaches of the capacity of Christ's human 
nature for the divine attributes. 

But it has now been claimed that Chemnitz, in the difference between 
Luther and Brenz, rejects the so-called omnipraesentia generalis Christ 
according to his human nature, that is, the presence in all creatures. This has 
been followed by the further assertion that the Formula of Concord in its 
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eighth article, De persona Christi, represents a compromise between 
Chemnitz on the one hand and Luther and Brenz on the other. In the 
quotations from Luther in the Formula of Concord,* it is indeed taught that 
since the Incarnation of the Son of God " all things are through and through 
full of Christ, also according to His humanity", and yet the presence is 
presented in and with all creatures. But the actual doctrinal presentation of 
the Formula of Concord is limited to Chemnitz' "Ubivolipresence" or 
"Multivolipresence", that is, to the teaching that Christ is present according 
to his humanity everywhere where he wants to be present according to his 
promise, i.e. especially in the Lord's Supper and in the Church. So essentially 
recently also Hunzinger in the last edition of the Protestant New Schaff- 
Herzog Encyclopedia, which is widely spread in the United States. “© 
Hunzinger therefore also thinks that the doctrine of the Formula of Concord 
proves to be "a combination of the Lutheran-Brenz and Chemnitz concepts 
which is difficult to fix precisely and unambiguously". This judgment is 
based on the erroneous assumption that Chemnitz rejected the doctrine of the 
praesentia generalis. The historical incorrectness of this assumption has 
already been proven by Hospinian opposit Hutter in his Concordia Concors. 
Insonderheit appeals. In particular, Hutter refers to a letter from Chemnitz 
"written to Hesse". “°° But Chemnitz also teaches the omnipraesentia 
generalis already in his letter De duabus naturis in Christo. We put the 
passage in extenso here, because Frank too left out the decisive words in his 
" ,Theologie der Konkordienformel ". **” Chemnitz writes: "So far we have 
spoken of the presence of the whole person of Christ in both the Lord's 
Supper and in the Church from the Scriptures and from the testimonies of the 
early Church, and have shown how comforting that teaching is. But if, 
moreover, it is asked of other creatures which are outside the church and 
subject to God's general government, the Scripture clearly teaches that 
Christ, according to his humanity as the Lord, or, as the ancients speak, 
Christ's mankind, is subject to all things, not only in the church, but 
generally (in genere) to all things, so that nothing is exempt except He who 
has subjected all things to Him. 


464) Miiller, p. 692, § 80 ff. [Zrigl. 1045, 80 ff; F. C., Sol. Decl., VII:80 ff. ] 
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And explicitly mentioned in that submission are the beasts of the field, the 
birds of the sky, the fishes in the sea and all works of the hands of God in 
general, whether they are in heaven or on earth or under the earth, also the 
enemies of Christ and so also the devil and death itself, Ps. 8; Phil. 2; Rev. 4 
and | Cor. 15, where as correlate of the submission the dominion is set, 
which Ps. 8 is explained by the word "maschal", which word means to have 
power, dominion, authority over someone and to exercise it powerfully. 
Human nature in Christ must not therefore be kept entirely apart and 
excluded from the general dominion which it has and exercises over all 
things, and so from the administration of the world, because Scripture 
expressly states that all things outside the Church are also subject to the feet 
of Christ. These statements are not to be understood solely in terms of the 
divine nature in Christ, but actually (proprietiously) in terms of the 
subjection of all things, which human nature in Christ has received in time 
through exaltation, as we have shown in many words in the preceding 
passage. Not that humanity reigned separately, but that in both, with both, 
and through both natures, the person reigns mightily over everything, which 
dominion the Deity of the Logos has from eternity, but which humanity has 
received in time through personal union. Whoever reads Chemnitz's words 
only up to this point could at best still think that Chemnitz only teaches an 
effective, but not a substantial presence of Christ according to human nature 
in all creatures. Hunzinger also believes himself justified in saying: 
"Praesens ubique dominari is not ubique esse." *®) But Chemnitz himself 
immediately rejects this interpretation of his words when he adds that Christ 
does not reign in absentia like worldly kings, but in such a way that he is 
present everywhere in the dominated territory precisely according to his 
human nature. Chemnitz, in fact, immediately continues: "But that one"— 
Christ's humanity (humanitas)—"reigns in the Logos and with it over all 
things, not from afar or separated by an immense space, or by a vicarious 
service or business, as is the way of kings when their rule extends over many 
and varied lands, 
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but as it" (the humanitas) "has its existence in the Logos, so also, insofar as it 
is personally attached to the Logos, it has all things present before it in the 
Logos, and it rules over all things present in the Logos. Although we do not 
understand the way in which this happens, we simply believe it, because we 
see the human nature of Christ not only in its natural limitation and not only 
according to its essential and natural characteristics, but primarily in its 
personal union with the Godhead and in the possession of that exaltation 
over all names, after having received all power and dominion over 
everything". “©” Therefore, the assumption that the Formula of Concord 
contains a conscious or unconscious doctrinal compromise between Luther 
and Chemnitz must be rejected as factually unfounded. Chemnitz was able to 
sign the Lutheran-Brenz "everything is through and through full of Christ, 
even according to the humanity" without compromise, because he himself 


teaches it, as we have seen. 
, if he had not died in 1546, because he too 


wow 


teaches, in addition to "omnipresence", "voli-presence" that is, the volitional 
presence, in the Lord's Supper, etc. Quite unnecessarily Hunzinger charges 
Luther as an inconsistency that he, apart from the substantial presence, also 
teaches the "volitional presence", and just as unnecessarily he speaks with 
Chemnitz of a "contradictory wavering", because with Chemnitz, apart from 
the volitional presence, also the omnipresence appears in the words: "that the 
hypostatic union in and of itself establishes utriusque naturae inter se 
praesentissimam unionem et unitissimam praesentiam [the most immediate 
union and united presence of both natures with each other], and therefore 
humanity is always present in the Logos and has all creatures present in 
him". 4” The fact is that both Martins teach both without any self- 
contradiction, because both hold fast to the neque caro extra Aoyov neque 
Aoyoc extra carnem [neither is the flesh outside the word, nor is the word 
outside the flesh] as the essence of the unio personalis and reject the 
fundamental Reformed error of the only local and circumscribed way of 
being of the human nature of Christ. Therefore, even between Luther and 
Chemnitz or between the "Swabians" and the "Saxons" the 


469) De duabus naturis, c. XXX, p.m. 205. 
470) Dorner, Glaubenslehre 2 I, 1, 338. 

471) Frank, Theol. the Konkordienf. WM, 211 ff. 
472) RE.3 XX, 189. 195. 
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necessary basis for a disagreement is missing. Here we also touch on some 
points, the treatment of which must be detailed more again later, especially 
in the doctrine of the estates of Christ. Not only Chemnitz thinks of the 
human nature of Christ as an instrument—admittedly as a personal and 
participatory instrument—of the Godhead for the orientation of the work of 
redemption, but also with Luther the human nature of Christ is the 
"instrumentum" of the Godhead,*”) and the communication of the divine 
attributes to the human nature is also with Luther not "rigidly physical" but 
rather thought of as an effect. In particular, Luther allows the omnipraesentia 
generalis to be set by the divine will when he says: "Because he" (the body 
of Christ through his being received into the “I” of the Son of God) "is 
beyond all created things, he is certainly where he will to be, so that_all 
creatures are so permeated by it and present to it as the physical place or 
abode is for another body."*”” On the other hand, Chemnitz cannot avoid 
thinking with Luther that the state of humiliation is only a concealment of 
the divine majesty through partial non-use in the human nature and that the 
state of exaltation is only a revelation through complete use of the divine 
glory. For Chemnitz warns not only against the false conception of the 
humiliation of Christ, as if during this state the human nature of Christ had 
not possessed the whole divine glory, but also against the false conception of 
exaltation, as if through it the human nature had received something "as it 
were from outside and from elsewhere" (quasi ab extra et aliunde) that it had 
not already had since the conception by the unio personalis. So also at this 
point the necessary basis for a difference is missing. +” 


473) St. L. XI, 283. 

474) St. L. XX, 949. The "continuous" one that Luther often used is 
MEPLYOPNOLG, or interpenetration. Dorner rightly says of Luther: "He also thought of 
the omnipresence of the Body of Christ not as an infinite spread in the universe or as 
diffusion, but as the power to make everything present to itself and itself to 
everything in a dynamic way. (Glaubenslehre 2 II, 1, 333.) 

475) L. c., p. 28: Quidam unionem hypostaticam ex statu exinanitionis metientes 
imaginantur assumptam naturam liumanam ratione unionis tunc non habuisse 
divinam maiestatem personaliter inhabitantem, quasi scilicet exinanitio sit absentia 
vel carentia. Deinde fingunt post depositam servilem formam, quidquid assumpta 
natura excellentiae et praeeminentiae in glorificatione et exaltatione scribitur 
accepisse, illud eam 
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Admittedly, there has been no lack of occasional Christological feuds 
among Lutheran theologians. But these were based partly and primarily on 
personal also political—disagreements,*” partly on imprecise 
formulations and on mistakes in the presentation of details. 47”) What 
Chemnitz 


non ex hypostatica cum divinitate unione accepisse et habere, sed quasi ab extra et 
aliunde in eam allatum. Quae imaginationes cum vera ratione hypostatic unionis 
pugnant et eam evertunt. In primo enim momento conceptionis tota plenitudo divinae 
essentiae et maiestatis personaliter se assumptae naturae univit et in ea personaliter 
habitavit. Licet autem ratione exinanitionis se non semper in carne plena et 
manifesta usurpatione exeruerit, non tamen ideo defuit, ut postea in glorificatione et 
exaltatione aliunde et quasi ab extra.fuerit in carnem inferenda et deducenda. Aliud 
enim est aliquid habere, et aliud est illud usurpare. [Google 

476) Here we think especially of Hesshusius' and his colleagues from Helmstadt, 
who later on quite incomprehensibly fought against the Formula of Concord because 
of its "tiresome ubiquity". HeShusius admits that he himself may have taught this 
"tiresome ubiquity" in the past. But now he wants to " expunge" it. HeShusius also 
admits that the "Lutheri testimonium", in which the "ubiquity" is taught, was already 
in the Formula of Concord at the time he signed it. But in signing it, he had seen "that 
the praesentia corporis Christi in Coena is asserted and demonstrated in the right 
way from the Word of God, and that many other controversiae religionis were 
decided in Formula Concordiae graviter et nervose seint". (Rejection of the quite 
inexplicable displays etc. This writing of the Helmstadters from the year 1585 is 
before me in "Acta and writings, belonging to the Concordi book and necessary" etc. 
Anonymously and without indication of the place of printing obviously published by 
a Calvinist in 1589 B. 25-27). HeShusius and Daniel Hoffmann felt that they were 
being left behind in the proceedings on the Formula of Concord, and Duke Julius was 
seriously offended by a reproach from Chemnitz. Duke Julius, out of political 
interest, had burdened his sons with Papist ordinations, and Chemnitz reproached him 
that he had burdened his sons with imprinting the sign of the Antichrist. (H. Schmid 
in RE.’ III, 190 f. Gieseler II, 2, 307 ff. Miiller, Symb. Buecher, Einl., p. 118 f.) 

477) Here belongs the saying, especially of later theologians, that only the 
divine attributes are directly communicated to the human nature, which do not 
absolutely conflict with the reality of the human nature. So Baier III, 68, refers to the 
so-called quiescent divine attributes: simplicity, eternity, immensity. The matter is 
correct, but the reasoning is incorrect and can be misused in a rationalistic way. For 
if, on the other hand, the Reformed theologians say that even the so-called operative 
divine attributes omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence, contradict the truth of 
human nature, these same Lutheran theologians are forced to fall back on their own 
reason and say: The scripture only states 
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it has recently been claimed that he fell away from Luther's doctrine. We 
believe that we have not only proven the opposite in the previous article, but 
also made it clear that the necessary basis for a doctrinal difference between 
Chemnitz and Luther is lacking. But we have to admit that at one point 
Chemnitz is unnecessarily retreating from a Reformed argument. As is well 
known, from the very beginning the Reformed have tried to frighten the 
public by the allegedly terrible fact that in the doctrine of an omnipresence 
of Christ according to both natures, human nature is to be thought of as 
present not only in wood and stone but also in unclean places, cesspools etc. 
Chemnitz does not treat this objection as denying this presence. Rather, in 
De duabus naturis as well as in the letter written to Hesse, he insists that no 
creature, place or space separating the two natures should be allowed to enter 
into Christ. But in both places he advises to turn away thoughts from this 
presence, because they are not edifying, but annoying to the simple-minded. 
Nor can the presence of the divine nature in such places be thought of 
without annoyance. On the other hand, with Luther it can be said that the 
thought of this presence is not annoying and disturbing, but edifying and 
comforting. Luther reminds us that Christians were also thrown into sewers 
at the time of persecution. And in this situation, it was certainly very 
comforting that they did not have to wait until they came to a "decorated 
church" before invoking God. *’® The participation of human nature in the 
divine presence in all creatures is annoying only when, contrary to Scripture, 
"childish thoughts" are harbored by the divine presence, namely thoughts of 
a spatially extended presence of the divine nature and thus also of the human 
nature connected with it. As soon as one lets these thoughts contrary to 
Scripture go, as it is proper, the "annoyance" ceases, and is also resisted the 
fear that through the presence in all places either the divine or 


the working divine attributes directly from the human nature, while it brings the 
quiescent attributes indirectly—to the working ones—to the statement. The Formula 
of Concord is based solely on the principle of Scripture. (M. 685, § 52. 53.) This 
subject will be discussed in a later section. 

478) St. L. XVIII, 1700 f. Opp. v. a. VII, 141 sq. 
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the human nature or both could be mixed with the creatures and thus be 
defiled. +7” 


Chemnitz at this one point evades a Reformed argument is not justified by 
the added reminder that we must keep within the limits of Scripture in the 
high mystery of the Person of Christ and expect further disclosures in eternal 
life. He himself has just proved from Scripture,*®” that Christ, according to 
his human nature, does not rule the universe in absentia, but has omnia 
coram se praesentia. He has also added the exhortation to believe the fact of 
the presence in all creatures in response to the Word of Scripture, even 
though the how eludes our understanding. Moreover, he also immediately 
added again that it is necessary in all circumstances to hold fast to the 
principle that the divine nature of Christ cannot be thought of anywhere 
outside his human nature. Thus Chemnitz indeed puts himself again in line 
with Luther and the "Swabians", because—this is to be repeated—he lacked 
the basis for a difference. *®) Admittedly, a reminder against 


479) Kromayer also says aptly: Absurda nobis obiiciunt: secuturum inde, 
Christum esse in omnibus cloacis, cantharis, patibulis etc. Sed respondemus kat' 
evotaotv: ita nec Deus ipse creaturis omnibus erit praesens, quia verendum, ne sit in 
omnibus cloacis, patibulis, cantharis. [Google] (Theol. pos.-pol. I, 247.) 

480) De duabus naturis, p.205_, 

481) The words are in De duabus naturis, p. 205: Quod vero praeterea 
particularius disputatur et quaeritur, cum in ecclesia Christus utraque sua natura 
adsit et in singulis membris inhabitet ac corpus eius sit in coena, an ita etiam corpus 
Christi in lignis et lapidibus, in pomis, in avibus coeli, pecoribus campi, piscibus 
maris, an ibi quaeri et inveniri velit, et quae praeterea auditu foeda, cogitatu 
abominanda de stercoribus et cloacis, quae etiam de divina natura, quam ubique esse 
constat, sine blasphemia cogitari aut dici non possunt, attexi solent, cum de 
huiusmodi quaestionibus non habeamus certum verbum et expressam promissionem, 
quod ibi velit quaeri et inveniri, nec aliquid vel aedificationis vel consolationis in 
ecclesia afferant, sed simpliciores offendant, infirmiores perturbent et adversariis 
praebeant materiam litis nunquam finiendae, simplicissimum et tutissimum est, tales 
disputationes a nostris argumentationibus et consequentiis retrahere et intra 
cancellos divinae patefactionis revocare ac intra illas metas nos sollicite continere, 
ut Christum ibi 
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more recent dogma historians is in place here. There is a noticeable tendency 
to move Chemnitz to the fore in Christology at the expense of Luther and 
Brenz. Luther and Brenz are credited 


quaeramus et apprehendamus, ubi se adesse velle certo verbo promisit. [Google] 
Atque ita reliqua, quae vel quaeri solent vel disputari possunt, suspendamus, 
differamus et reiiciamus ad futuram coelestem illam academiam, ubi coram facie ad 
faciem Christi, Fratris nostri, gloriam, quae, qualis et quanta sit, videbimus. Omnia 
enim arcana mysterii huius penetralia pervestigare et perlustrare in hac vita nec 
possibile nec mandatum nobis est. , Interea tamen non simus tam impii, ut dicamus, 
Filium Dei universa sua potentia, etiam si vellet, hoc praestare non posse, sed 
retineamus illud, quod verissimum est, Christum suo corpore esse posse ubicunque, 
quandocunque et quomodocunque vult, de voluntate vero eius ex patefacto certo 
verbo iudicemus. [Google]. From the letter written to Hesse, Hutter (Concordia 
Concors 1690, p. 1213 sq.) states the following: "Fifthly, we have also agreed that 
the simplest, surest way is not to introduce ex speculatione absolutae ubiquitatis all 
kinds of disputationes and conclude, sed ut ordiamur a verbo patefacto et a 
promissionibus divinis de praesentia Christi. Licet enim per ascensionem Christus 
localem, circumscriptam et visibilem suam praesentiam nobis sustulerit, we have 
nevertheless comforting, explicit promise that the whole, complete Lord Jesus Christ 
(to which whole, complete person not only the divine, but both natures, divine and 
human, personally united, belonging together) and be present in his Lord's Supper 
and in the ministry of the word and the sacraments, also in his whole Church, in each 
and every one of her members, where they are scattered throughout the world. And 
though such things do not happen locali circumscriptione aut visibili praesentia 
[local limitation or visible presence], we have and believe, by the inspired promise, 
because the assumed human nature is inseparably inserted into the Person of the Son 
of God through personal union, that the whole person of Christ is not alone with the 
divine, but also with his assumed human nature in his Lord's Supper, in the ministerio 
verbi et sacramentorum, in his whole Church, in each and every one of her members, 
where those who are scattered throughout the world on earth want to and can be 
present, by virtue of his promise. For from the presence of the Person of Christ we 
must in no way separate, separate or divorce the assumed human nature, because this 
is our greatest consolation, that the Lord Jesus Christ also wants to be with us 
according to nature and with the nature according to which he is our brother, and we 
want to be flesh from his flesh. For no man hath prepared his own flesh; for that is 
comforting. But if someone wanted to ask further questions from creatures other than 
the Church of God, we know in general that Christ, even according to his assumed 
human nature, has put everything under his feet, has subjected everything to his 
power, that everything is present to him, and he reigns over everything in his 
presence. But if one wanted to dispute about wood, stone, or other unclean places, 
and dealings, so 
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with greater boldness and uniformity, Chemnitz with the greater 
scripturality. 48”) This judgment is not factually well-founded. 


The communicated omnipresence in the states of Humiliation and 
Exaltation. “ 

To the question when Christ, according to human nature, became a 
partaker of the divine presence, there is, according to Scripture, only one 
correct answer: at the moment of conception or, which is the same, at the 
moment when the Son of God became man. This is witnessed in all passages 
of Scripture in which the Incarnation of the Son of God is mentioned. If we 
start from Col. 2:9, we have to say that with the nav to TAnpa@pa tis 
Gedtnto0¢c the divine omnipresence also entered into humanity. Those who are 
again frightened by the tremendous extension of human nature that is 
involved here, should remember that the divine omnipresence has no 
extension at all. The divine omnipresence is admittedly not greater than "the 
entire fullness of the Godhead". If the entire fullness of the Godhead has 
more place in the human nature of Christ than in its place, then the divine 
omnipresence also finds sufficient space in the same. Only the modern 
kenoticists have 


the surest way that such questions may be put and such disputationes abolished, 
because they do not build, but give rise to vastness and vexatious thoughts, and we do 
not sufficiently or fully understand the mystery of personal union in Christ in this 
life; only that we may keep in common the reason that no creature, locality, place or 
time should separate or leave behind the two natures in the Person of Christ, but that 
wherever he is, he should have them in Person or in the manner and by the power of 
personal union in and with him. If one remains in and with such simplicity, I respect, 
be it safest and simplest and also edifying to the Church". 

482) Seeberg, Dogmengesch. II, 363. 

483) In De duabus naturis, p. 206, Chemnitz refers to a statement by Luther in 
the Jena edition (VIII, 375), according to which Luther also wanted to have the 
disputation about the generalis omnipraesentia stopped. Hutter proves in Concordia 
Concors, p. 31 sqq., that these are not Luther's words but probably Melanchthon's. 
Hutter also explains how Chemnitz bona fide could ascribe the words to Luther. 
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from their point of view a right to deny the human nature of Christ in the 
state of humiliation the omnipresence communicated, because they do not let 
the Son of God become man in the fullness of his divinity, but minus 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence. What the Son of God, in the 
state of humiliation, did not have according to his divine nature, he naturally 
could not communicate to his human nature either. But all anti-kenoticists, 
that is to say, all those who allowed the Son of God to become human in the 
fullness of his divinity, and yet, just as the divine power and wisdom that 
was communicated to him denies the divine presence that was 
communicated to them, so too they contradict not only Scripture, but also 
themselves. For example Meyer remarks on Col. 2:9: “Accordingly, there 
dwells in Christ, in His state of exaltation, the essence of God, undividedly 
and in all fullness.” There is no hint in the text for this addition. The old 
Lutheran teachers from Col. 2:9 rightly prove the communicated divine 
omnipresence also for the state of humiliation. “* We stand before the same 
result on the basis of Joh. 1:14 : "O Adyos otips eyéveto [“The Word was 
made flesh” and the parallel statements. Since the Logos became oip& 
[flesh], that is to say evoapkoc, incarnatus, no human being, and still less a 
theologian who confesses to believe the Scriptures, has a right to think the 
Son of God outside his human nature (extra carnem). Wherever he 
therefore—even in the state of humiliation—places the Son of God, whether 
in heaven or on earth, he must also place his human nature there, unless he 
would be willing to give up the evoapkos, incarnatus, for the state of 
humiliation. Not only for the state of exaltation but also for the state of 
humiliation the axiom applies: Neque Adyoc extra carnem, neque caro extra 
Aoyov [Neither Adyoc outside flesh, nor flesh outside Adyov]. If, in this 
Sacred Axiom, the thought of the extension of human nature is again to 
worry us, our heart will again be comforted by the reminder that extension is 
not a characteristic of the divine omnipresence, and that this non-ens has 
therefore not been communicated to human nature. 

The doctrine that Christ’s human nature possessed the divine, illocal 
omnipresence also in the state of humiliation 


484) Quenstedt I, 667. 
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is commonly rejected on two grounds: 1. that the difference in status, that is, 
the difference between the status exinanitionis (humiliation) and 
exaltationis, would appear to be endangered; 2. that an intolerable "dualism" 
would be introduced, inasmuch as the omnipresence of Christ's 
communicated human nature is already in a state of humiliation both on 
earth and in heaven. But by it Christ and his whole sojourn on earth was 
reduced to a "phantasm", to a "ghostly appearance". 

As far as the first objection is concerned, however, the following applies 
to both states: "Where you put God, you must put with Him humanity", 
because in both states the Logos is evoapkoc (incarnate). But the present is 
not of the same nature in both states. In the state of humiliation, the Son of 
God is present only in his human nature to the universe and to the Church. In 
the state of exaltation, however, he is also present to the universe and to the 
Church through his human nature, that is, in such a way that all divine 
effects on the world and the Church take place through the human nature. No 
one should be surprised at this state of affairs. Divine omnipotence certainly 
was in the human nature throughout the state of humiliation, but it was not 
exercised through the human nature on all occasions and toward all objects. 
Divine omnipotence, for example, was surely in the human nature when 
Christ was taken prisoner, condemned, scourged, spit upon, crucified, and 
put to death. *8°) But divine omnipotence did not act through the human 
nature towards these humiliating experiences. Otherwise there could have 
been neither capture and condemnation nor suffering and death. Also the 
divine omniscience was in a state of humiliation at all times in the human 
nature of Christ. But also this divine attribute was not always active at all 
times and in relation to all objects through the human nature, as we see in 
Luke 2:62 and Mark. 13:32: Christ gained in wisdom and did not know the 
Day of Judgment. The same is now also the case 


485) Joh. 18:6; Matt. 26:63-64; 1 Cor. 2:8 etc. 
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with the divine omnipresence. With all the fullness of the Godhead, from the 
moment of the Incarnation, of course, the divine omnipresence also dwelt in 
Christ's human nature as in his o@pav (body), and the Son of God was also 
in the state of humiliation wherever he was, in his human nature. But it was 
only with the exaltation according to his human nature that the Son of God 
became present to the universe and the Church through his human nature. 
The presence according to human nature became the almighty or omnipotent 
presence through human nature. This distinction is not a human invention. 
Rather, this progress from the omnipresence in human nature to the 
omnipresence through human nature is taught in Scripture wherever it is 
stated of Christ that after death and resurrection, by his elevation to the right 
hand of God, everything that exists was put under his feet, he was given to 
the Church as its head, and that he effectively fills both the universe and the 
Church. *8° Omnipresence in the state of exaltation is praesentissimum ac 
potentissimum in omnes creaturas dominium (present and powerful rule over 
all creatures) according to human nature. 487) 

At this point the Reformed theology from the Admonitio Neostadiensis 
up to the most recent time begins with an objection that it considers 
irrefutable. For it says: If the divine omnipresence, in the sense of a presence 
that rules all things, became fully active through the human nature only after 
Christ’s exaltation, then it must have remained separated from the human 
nature in the state of humiliation, before it became exalted, 


486) Eph. 1:20-23; 4:10; Matt. 28:20. 

487) Later dogmatists distinguish between omnipraesentia intima and extima or 
between omnipraesentia partialis (without dominion by human nature) and fotalis 
sive modificata (with dominion by human nature). But we must not forget Scherzer's 
reminder that the presentia intima or partialis is also to be thought of as presentia 
substantialis (without physical extension, of course). [Johann Adam] Scherzer, 
Systema VIL, 224: Cum praesentia divina partialiter dd1aotaoiay, totaliter praeter 
indistantiam simul operationem denotet: Christus dominio quidem se evacuavit, 
ddiaotaoiay vero retinuit.. [Google] Scherzer treats the different nature of the present 
in the two states in great detail, both in terms of the matter and in terms of dogmatic 
history, 1. c., p. 221-238. 
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and so a great breach is made in the doctrine of the real (i.e., inseparable) 
communion of natures (realis communio naturarum) by the Lutherans 
themselves, who maintain this doctrine at all costs. In view of the 
omnipresence, this objection alone does not reach its goal any more than in 
the case of divine omnipotence. Just as the divine omnipotence was not 
separated from human nature by the fact that it did not act through human 
nature, for example in the case of imprisonment, crucifixion, etc., so the 
divine omnipresence was not separated from human nature by the fact that it 
did not act through human nature in the state of humiliation as an omnipotent 
presence. On the other hand, it has been asserted by one side that one can at 
best imagine the divine omnipotence as "resting" in human nature, but with 
regard to the divine omniscience and especially with regard to the divine 
omnipresence the thought of a "resting" within human nature, i.e. a 
distinction between ktyoic and ypyoic is simply "nonsense". The "nonsense" 
alone is merely subjective. It has its seat in the "dogmatizing subject”, 
insofar as the latter stubbornly clings to the mistaken idea of a spatial 
extension of the divine omnipresence. Only in so far as one allows oneself to 
be dominated by this idea, which is contrary to Scripture, does one get the 
idea that in the state of exaltation a territory was occupied that was not 
covered in the state of humiliation. 

The second objection to the communicated divine omnipresence was 
that through the communicated omnipresence of Christ, human nature is 
ascribed to human nature in the state of humiliation, a simultaneous being on 
earth and in heaven. But this was a "dualism" that threatened to reduce 
Christ's person and walk on earth to a phantasm. Let us leave this conclusion 
aside for the time being, and consider only the thesis. Lutherans and 
Reformed Christians should easily be able to agree on the thesis that Christ, 
in the state of humiliation according to human nature, would have a 
simultaneous presence on earth and in heaven. Calvin says quite correctly 
that the Son of God came down from heaven, but without leaving heaven. 
488) Calvin thus expressly confesses that the Person of the Son of God 
remained in heaven even when he was on earth, that is, when he was in the 
manger, in Galilee, in Jerusalem, etc. Calvin confesses, on the other hand, 


488) Instit. II, 13, 4: Mirabiliter e coelo descendit Filius Dei, ut coelum tamen 
non relinqueret 
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that the human nature of Christ was from the very beginning and throughout 
the whole state of humiliation assumed into the Person of the Son of God 
Calvin must therefore admit, as long as he sticks to his two correct 
sentences, that Christ was also in heaven according to his human nature from 
the moment of the Incarnation and during the whole state of humiliation. In 
other words, anyone who teaches the Incarnation of the Son of God, that is, 
the reception of human nature into the Person of the Son of God, and in 
doing so, with Calvin, correctly allows the Son of God to remain in heaven, 
teaches eo ipso that Christ, according to his human nature, was 
simultaneously on earth and in heaven. Sitting at the right hand of God in the 
sense of the omnipresent dominion through human nature is something that 
Christ is only able to do in the state of exaltation. But the being in heaven by 
virtue of the unio personalis is attributed to him in the state of humiliation. 
That the Reformed theologians protest against this is because at this point 
they again, as often, abandon the unio personalis they admitted and reduce it 
to a unio mystica. They have raised an objection here which has also misled 
some Lutherans. In order to make it quite palpable that Christ's human nature 
could not be in heaven at the same time as he was on earth, Zwingli pointed 
to the fact that on earth Christ ate and drank, slept and rested, even crucified, 
died and was buried. These things, however, were obviously not suitable for 
heaven. Therefore, in the state of humiliation according to his human nature, 
Christ could not have been in heaven at the same time. Through this 
objection the otherwise excellent Althofer was also so confused that he not 
only translated the words of Joh. 3:13: 6 @v év 7 obpava (which is in 
heaven) with "who was in heaven" and referred to Christ's eternal being in 
heaven according to his divine nature, but also added that it was absurd to 
attribute to Christ in the state of humiliation a being in heaven, because it 
would follow from this that Christ had also eaten and slept in heaven etc. 
Quenstedt only remarks to Althofer: "I am surprised that an otherwise so 
learned theologian thinks and speaks so crassly of this highest mystery. 4” 
Luther takes a more energetic approach to the Reformed objection. 


489) 


489) Harmonia Evangelistarum to Joh. 3:13. 490) Systema II, 567. 
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He proves that the argument taken from eating, sleeping, etc., if it proves 
anything, speaks even more strongly against the unio personalis of God and 
man in Christ. If eating and drinking is not appropriate for being in heaven, it 
is certainly not appropriate for human nature to be in the Godhead, since 
even by human standards one does not eat, drink, sleep, suffer, die and be 
buried in the Godhead. But if Zwingli, in all these events, left the human 
nature of Christ in the divinity, that is, in the unio personalis, he could also 
leave it in heaven without any doubts. Luther writes: "The coarse spirit does 
not yet know what it means to be in heaven, and wants to follow it. For since 
I said how Christ's body was in heaven while He was still walking on earth, 
as John 3:13 says: "The Son of Man, who is in heaven, dear God, how can he 
(Zwingli) follow and deceive us? How could, he says, Christ be in heaven at 
that time? Do people eat and drink in heaven too? Does one die and suffer in 
heaven too? Do we also sleep and rest in heaven? Look where you are 
coming, you great Luther; piss on yourself! What do you think about this 
victory of the spirit? He won Constantinople with this and ate the Turk. ... 
A devout Christian tells me, is it not higher and greater that the humanity 
[Christ] is one Person in God, even with God, than that it is in heaven? ... 
And so I would also like to conclude from the Zwingli art and to play a trick: 
Does one also drink and drink in the Godhead? Does one also die and suffer 
in the Godhead? Behold where thou art going, O great John the Evangelist, 
who would teach that Christ is God and in the Godhead! For if with God 
there is no dying or suffering or eating or drinking, Christ's humanity cannot 
be with God; much less can it be one Person with God. . . . Now if Christ can 
suffer and die on earth at the same time, whether he is in the Godhead and 
one Person with God, why should he not rather be able to suffer on earth, 
whether he is in heaven at the same time? If heaven should hinder it, much 
more would the Godhead hinder it.” “?!) Thus, however, also at this point we 
are again clearly confronted with the fact that the arguments with which the 
Reformed theologians fight the communication of the divine attributes to 
human nature—here the being in heaven—meet 


491) St. L. XX, 965 f. 
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the unio personalis itself, which they nevertheless want to hold against the 
Unitarians. Whoever sits down the unio personalis cannot exclude Christ's 
human nature from being in heaven, even in the state of humiliation. 

In the previous passage Joh. 3:13 has been mentioned repeatedly. That 
Christ's human nature on earth was at the same time in heaven, Luther 
rightly sees already taught in all scriptural passages which testify that Christ 
is God. In the man Christ, God was on earth and man in heaven. Luther now 
also finds this fact attested to by John 3:13, where Christ says of himself in 
conversation with Nicodemus: "No one has ascended into heaven except the 
Son of Man who came down from heaven, who is in heaven" (0 @v Ev T@ 
ovpava). Luther refers the words "who is in heaven" to Christ according to 
human nature. And Luther is right. It is well known that not only Zwingli 
and Calvin, but also many theologians outside the Reformed camp 
understand these words of Christ according to divine nature and reject the 
relationship from Christ according to human nature. But the text is not to 
blame for this exegesis, which would break through the whole proof of 
Christ. Luther reports that Oecolampadius sneered at Pirkheimer when he 
referred to the words "who is in heaven" from Christ according to human 
nature. Luther remarks: "If I were Pirkheimer, I would send Oecolampadius 
a pair of glasses and ask him to count the letters, if it would help, so that he 
would not lead so carelessly over the passages of the Scriptures and not put 
their own their dreams into the books.” *””) Luther's outspoken language is 
justified. Christ speaks here in the conversation with Nicodemus of himself 
just according to his humanity. Of course, Christ is in heaven according to 
his divinity. But that is out of the question here. According to the context, 
the question arises as to whether Christ, insofar as he communicates in 
human form and in human speech, i.e. as a human being, with Nicodemus, 
gives the latter a reliable report on the heavenly things to which no man has 
access (ovéstc avaBéBrKEv Elc Tov ovpavov) [““No man hath ascended up to 
heaven.”]. Christ affirms this by saying that the Son of Man who came down 
from heaven and is now speaking from earth to Nicodemus 


492) St. L. XX, 812 f. 
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is in heaven. The thought is briefly this: The Son of Man speaks heavenly 
things on earth because he is in heaven as the one who speaks on earth. If 
one wanted to limit the being in heaven to the divine nature and exclude the 
human nature, according to which Christ speaks to Nicodemus, from being 
in heaven, one would, as has already been noted, render invalid the proof of 
Christ. For one would cut through the clear connection between being in 
heaven and the reliable witnessing of heavenly things. “°° Even Calvin could 
not escape the impression of the clear wording. *”” It seems "absurd" to him 
that Christ said of himself that he esse in coelo [to be in heaven] at the time 
when he lived on earth. But he confesses that if one wanted to answer that 
this was true with regard to the Godhead, the expression would be different, 
namely that man himself was in heaven at that time. Calvin then helps 
himself with the Zwingli’s alloeosis: what is proper to divine nature is 
transferred to human nature, of course without a factual background, merely 
rhetorical. But Christ wants to give here precisely the factual background 
why the Son of Man can reveal heavenly things, and the reason is that the 
Son of Man is in heaven. Luther remarks on Joh. 3:13: "Christ is speaking 
here ... of the heavenly fellowship with the Father, which is not bound to 
bodily existence, place and locality, which he had from eternity and also in 
human existence, as soon as he has been and remains such an assumed 
heavenly being at all times," °° In another place he writes on the words "No 
man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even 
the Son of man which is in heaven For through his transfiguration he did not 
become another person, but as before, so also afterwards he is present 


493) The connection of thoughts most thoroughly cuts through the remark of the 
English edition of Meyer's commentary mentioned earlier (note 378): "He, while on 
earth, was still in heaven (3:13), yet not de facto, but de iure. This puts the argument 
to the Savior: "I reveal the heavenly things to which no man has access, because 
although I am not in heaven either, I have a right to heaven. 

494) In the commentary on Joh. 3:13. 495) XI, 1189. 
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everywhere." “°° In order not to have to admit Christ to be in heaven 
according to human nature on the basis of Joh. 3:13, Reformed theologians 
have referred to Joh. 8:59: "Before 


496) St. L. XX, 812 f. — Joh. 3:13 belongs to the bible passages that suffered a 
lot from the exegetes. There is no mention here of the Ascension of Christ after the 
Resurrection, just as old Lutheran theologians did not understand this passage, nor of 
the raptus in coelum (raptured into heaven) that the Socinians put here (Cat. Racov., 
ed. Oder, p. 347 sqq.), nor of the fact that Christ went to heaven every day for the 
purpose of learning mvevpati (“in spirit”), as Bohl even interprets strangely 
(Dogmatik, p. 340), but the words say that the Son of Man is in heaven at the time 
when he speaks with Nicodentus and can therefore provide credible information 
about heavenly things. The context is this: Christ demands faith from Nicodemus in 
relation to the heavenly things he is to testify to, and he justifies this demand by 
pointing out that no man but the Son of Man knows about the heavenly things and 
can make them known. That no man consecrates himself to the heavenly things, he 
says in the words: "No one has ascended into heaven," namely, to explore the 
heavenly things there. Parallel is John 1:18: "No one has ever seen God." But that the 
Son of Man knows about heavenly things and can make them known is expressed by 
saying that the Son of Man has come down from heaven and is in heaven. Just as the 
Father at the Transfiguration, Matthew 17:5, binds all the world to the mouth of the 
Son with the words: "This is my beloved Son... hear ye him", so here in the 
conversation with Nicodemus the Son himself binds all people to His mouth with the 
words: "No one has ascended into heaven except the Son of Man who came down 
from heaven, the Son of Man who is in heaven". Correctly Meyer notes that the 
words 6 wv &v €v TOIs Ovpavoic are "argumentative", that is, they indicate the reason 
why the Son of Man is able to bear witness to the heavenly things to which no man 
has access. But Meyer then again avoids the specific content of this passage by 
adding arbitrarily: The words "presuppose a necessary presence in heaven". The 
words here do not merely refer to a being, but also to a being in heaven, as Meyer has 
recognized immediately before when he adds to 0 ov ev tots ovpavoic: "whereby 6 
@v is not dc Hy, but d¢ éot1, whose being is in heaven". That the words 0 ov sv Toic 
ovpavoic are missing from 8 [HEBREW] B, and L cannot move us to delete them, 
since Origen read the words in Romans 10:6. (Cf. Alford.) Well and clearly Michael 
Walther, in the Harmonia Biblica, on the passage, at the same time rejecting the 
relationship to the ascension of Christ after the Resurrection: Augustinus, Beda et 
Rupertus exponunt de ascensione post resurrectionem. Sed in Graeco habetur 
praeteritum avapéBnxev. Simplicius per communicationem idiomatum phrasis 
explicatur, hisce enim verbis Christus mysterium istud aperit, quod, licet humana 
ipsius natura naturaliter et localiter eo tempore tantummodo in terria cum Nicodemo 
fuerit, imo loco verissime circumscripta, Adyoc tamen nusquam fuerit, sive in coelo, 
sive in terra, ubi non eandem illam 
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Abraham was, I am" and to Joh. 6:62: "the Son of man ascend up where he 
was before". Just as in these passages Christ speaks of himself only 
according to his divine nature, so also John 3:13 in the words: "who is in 
heaven". But this is a deception. In the first-mentioned passages Christ 
expressly says that he is speaking of himself before his incarnation, namely 
of his being before Abraham and of his being in heaven before he came 
down from heaven through the incarnation (Sov fv 10 mpdtepov). Joh. 3:13 
but Christ definitely does not speak of himself before his incarnation, but of 
where he is after his descent from heaven (6 &« tod odpavod Katabdc) and at 
the time and hour when he is in contact with Nicodemus in human speech 
and gives him a reliable report about heavenly things, namely in heaven. 
And as for the "ghost" into which the man Christ is supposedly transformed, 
if he is in heaven at the same time as he is on earth, it must be said: if the 
man Christ on earth is at the same time "in the Godhead ", that is, is a Person 
with God without being transformed into a ghost, then the becoming of a 
ghost is not to be feared even if the man Christ on earth is at the same time in 
heaven. 


The Divine Honor that has been communicated. * 

The separation of the human nature of Christ from the divine glory of 
the Son of God is such a clear violation of the unio personalis that some of 
the Reformed teachers at this point set aside the principle of finitum non est 
capax infiniti and concede divine glory to Christ's human nature because of 
its union with the divine nature. This is, of course, an inconsistency, because 
the predicate of divine honor is not only on the same line with the predicates 
of divine power and the other divine attributes, but the communicated divine 
honor is also the result of the communicated fullness of the divine nature and 
its attributes, and divine 


humanitatem sibi in personae suae unitate extra et supra omnem locum ineffabiliter 
unitam et personaliter present habuerit, quandoquidem totus Christus incarnatus et 
Filius hominis factus est. Non ergo Aoyoc¢ nudus et ab humana natura separatus, sed 
Aoyos incarnatus Filiusque hominis factus in coelo est personaliter cum in terris stat 
naturaliter, ubi neutra praesentia impedit aut tollit alteram. [Google] 
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honor without communicated divine power and glory would be regarded as 
idolatry. Scripture explicitly justifies the communication of divine honor 
with the communication of divine attributes and works. *°”’ But some of the 
Reformed theologians actually find the inconsistency that they reject the 
communicated divine nature, power, omniscience etc., but stand up for the 
communicated divine honor. Thus even Hospinian, the fierce opponent of 
the Formula of Concord, writes: "Among the orthodox there is no dispute 
that the whole Christ, God and man, is to be worshipped in one invocation, 
and that in worship humanity cannot and must not be separated from the 
Godhead, because it is God's humanity and united with the Word. Hospinian 
does not want to succeed in the attempted turn into the land of the alloeosis 
of Zwingli when he adds: "Actually the Godhead is worshipped in humanity 
as in its temple, which is why Cyril calls the humanity an adorable nature 
(adorabilem naturam). For because of the union the whole Christ is 
worshipped, and therefore with the word also the flesh"**® The attempt, 
repeated a few pages later *°?: also fails. When Hospinian writes: "The cause 
of this honor or adoration is only the adorable union of the flesh with the 
Word, which [union] is actually adored", Gerhard rightly adds: "It is not the 
union itself that is adored, but the united natures. Even Roman scribes 
concede divine honor to Christ according to human nature. So recently the 
Jesuit Drum writes in the Catholic Encyclopedia: "Since the human nature is 
the real and true nature of Christ, that human nature and all its parts are the 
object of the cult called Jatria, i.e., adoration...". ©” In contrast, other 
Reformed and Roman theologians are consistent. They want to see Christ 
excluded from divine glory according to his human nature. Zanchi thinks 
that it cannot be shown from Scripture that Christ is to be worshipped 
divinely according to human nature. *°”) Beza expresses himself 


497) Joh. 5:22 ff. 

498) De orig. et progressu F. C., f. 293; cf. the quotations from Reformed 
writings in Gerhard, De pers. § 241 sqq. 

499) L. c. f. 295. 

500) The Catholic Encyclopedia under "Incarnation", Vol. VII, 716. 

501) De incarnat. Filii Dei, 1. 1, coi. 198. 
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more forcefully according to his habit. He calls the divine worship of Christ 
according to human nature "terrible idolatry" (horrendae idolatriae crimen) . 
5°) Other Reformed and Roman people offer us a compromise here. They 
want to pay homage to Christ according to human nature, which is neither 
purely divine nor purely human, but a kind of middle ground between the 
two. The Reformed speak of a cultus mediatorius. According to human 
nature, the Romans want to give Christ the same honor as the Virgin Mary, 
namely brepdovAsia (hyperdulia [most exalted of mere creatures]), 
assigning to God alone the Aatpsia (/atria) [supreme worship] and to the 
angels and men the dovAsia. (dulia). 

It seems almost unseemly to want to present only a more or less long 
series of scriptural statements for the fact that according to his human nature 
Christ was also given divine honor. Not the A0yoc doupkos, that is, the pre- 
existent Logos, but the Son of God, inasmuch as he was supposed to appear 
in the flesh and has appeared in the flesh in the fullness of time, that is to say 
the Son of God precisely also according to his human nature, the Son of God 
as the seed of woman, as Abraham's seed, as the seed of David and Mary, is 
the scopus of Scripture from the first book to the last, and is presented to all 
people on earth as the Savior in whom all believe and whom all are supposed 
to worship as their God and Savior. The Son of God, inasmuch as he is 
raised to the cross in the desert according to the type of the serpent, that is, 
according to human nature, is the object of the faithful contemplation of 
those who attain salvation. *°?) Whoever does not eat the flesh of the Son of 
Man and does not drink his blood, that is, according to the context, does not 
believe in the Son of God, inasmuch as, according to human nature, he has 
given his life to death and shed his blood, has no life in himself. °°”) Also in 
heaven, the object of worship is the Lamb that was slain. °° Thus the quality 
of the worship of Christ according to human nature is already sufficiently 
marked as cultus vere divinus. The principle is in accordance with Scripture: 
" To whom we believe as our Savior, we show divine honor." >°® But even 
more: The lesser honor that Reformed 


502) Opp., Vol. 2, Apolog. 3 ad Selnecc., p. 462. At Quenstedt II, 287. 

503) Joh. 3:14-16. 504) Joh. 6:53. 505) Rev. 5:8-12. 

506) Scherzer: In quem credimus, illum religiose adoramus, Rome. 10:14. At in 
Christum hominem credimus, Ioh. 3:16. Ergo. (Systema, p. 81.) 
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and Papists want to show Christ according to human nature is expressly 
forbidden in Scripture when it says that all should honor the Son, xaitac as 
they honor the Father. The fact that the Son is being considered here 
precisely according to his human nature is further emphasized by the 
preceding reasoning: "The Father judges no one, but all judgment he has 
given to the Son".°°” Phil. 2:9-11 also determines both the quality of the 
worship of Christ as cultus vere divinus, and indicates the respect in which 
the cultus vere divinus is due to him, namely according to his human nature. 
The cultus vere divinus is determined by the words: God "hath given him a 
name which is above all names, that in the name of Jesus all the knees of 
them which are in heaven, and on earth, and under the earth, and all tongues, 
shall bow down, and confess that Jesus Christ is the LORD. But that Christ 
is the object of this worship according to human nature is evident from the 
fact that he has been given this "name above all names", inasmuch as he 
previously humbled himself and became obedient to the point of death on the 
cross. When the Reformed and Papists, against the divine honor of the 
Church, have rejected scriptural statements such as Isaiah 42:3: "I will give 
my glory to no one else, nor my fame to idols" and Jer. 17:5: "Cursed is the 
man who relies on men" have objected, it becomes clear once again that they 
make the man Christ another alongside the Son of God (GAAoc Kat GAAOc), 
that is, despite all assurances to the contrary, they take the human nature of 
Christ out of personal union with the Son of God, that is, they dissolve the 
unio personalis. >°®) Dissolution of the unio personalis is also present in the 
case of granting divine glory to the human nature of Christ only ex accidenti, 
that is, in the manner in which the purple robe of the King participates in the 
royal glory. The 


507) Joh. 5:23. 

508) Gut Eckhard, Fasciculus controversiarum, p. 118: Natura humana non est 
alter aliquis, sed cum Adyo unam constituit personam, ac proinde citra Nestorianismi 
reatum humanae in Christo naturae testimonium hoc adaptari nequit. Ad hanc, si 
extendere quispiam conetur, ab ipsa quoque tum nominis, tum regni et dominii divini 
xowovia illam consequenter excludet et neque Dominum neque Filium Dei fas erit 
appellare Christum secundum humanam naturam, quod contra manifesta Scripturae 
testimonia. 
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human nature of Christ does not relate to the person of the Son of God as a 
purple robe does to a king, but forms a personal unity with the Son of God. 
59°) Tf one finally raises the same objection to the communicated divine glory 
as was raised against the communion of natures and against the 
communicated divine glory, power, knowledge, etc., namely that the human 
nature of Christ as a finite creature is not capable of divine glory, then va 
banque (a worthless card) is again played with it. If the human nature of 
Christ, because it is and remains a creature, is not capable of participation in 
divine honor, it is also not capable of participation in the divine Person of the 
Son of God, and the incarnation of the Son of God must be declared 
impossible with the Socinians and all Unitarians. As far as the Unitarians' 
veneration of Christ is concerned, since all of them deny Christ the essential 
divinity, only those among them who deny Christ any divine veneration are 
consistent. Inconsistently, Laelius Socinus and the Racovian Catechism,>'” 
demand that the exalted Christ be invoked. The same inconsistency is 
committed by all modern theologians who attribute divine veneration to 
Christ, even though they reject the "two natures doctrine". 


The second Genus of communication of divine Attributes is different 
from the first. * 

What has been said about the second way of communicating the 
attributes from page 169 onwards is summarized in this way for the sake of 
those who can do without the longer explanations: Since the natures in Christ 
remain unchanged, the human nature also has and retains its natural human 
attributes within the personal union. But because human nature is assumed 
into the Person of the Son of God, and the Son of God does not perform the 
work of redemption extra carnem but in carne and per carnem, the human 
nature of Christ participates not merely nominally (per modum loquendi) but 
actually (realiter) in the Son of God's 


509) Eckhard notes 1. c., p. 138, against Danaeus and Beza: Ingens 
dissimilitudo. Neque enim vel purpura vel corona cum rege una est persona, sicut 
humanitas Christi cum Ady. 

510) Question 186, ed. Oder, p. 372. 
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divine power, divine knowledge, divine presence, divine honor, in short, in 
the divine attributes. The Reformed and Roman theologians, who deny this 
participation, contradict a. the scriptural passages which report that the Son 
of God entered into human nature with all the fullness of the divine being 
and divine attributes,>!” b. to the scriptural passages in which the individual 
divine characteristics of Christ are stated according to human nature, namely, 
omnipotence given in time,>!”) omniscience given in time,>!*) omnipresence 
given in time,°!” divine glory given in time. °°) The Reformed denial of this 
communication consequently includes both the denial of the Incarnation in 
general and the denial of the eternal divinity of Christ. For if the finiteness of 
human nature does not permit the communication of the divine attributes, the 
same is to be said of the communication of the divine Person of the Son of 
God, and thus the possibility of the Incarnation is denied. And if the 
communication of divine attributes that happened in time cannot be related 
to the human nature of Christ, only the relationship to the divine nature 
remains, and thus Christ would not be God from eternity, but a God made in 
time, an Arian creature. All these points have been set out in a longer version 
from page 169 onwards. 

If, however, on the basis of Scripture we have to teach a communication 
of divine attributes to the human nature of Christ, we are faced with the fact 
that divine attributes are due to Christ according to both divine and human 
nature. But in very different ways: according to the divine nature from 
eternity and as essential attributes (essentialiter), according to human nature 
as attributes given or communicated in time (communicative, per 
communicationem). Therefore, the difference between the first 


511) Col. 2:9; Joh. 1:14; 1 Joh. 1:1 ff; Joh. 2:11; Joh. 17:5. 

512) Hebr. 2:8; Ps. 8:7; 1 Cor. 15:27; Eph. 1:22; Matt. 28:18; Dan. 7:13-14; 
Matt. 11:27; Joh. 13:3; 3:35; Isaiah 9:6; Joh. 5:27; 6:55; 1 Joh. 1:7. 

513) Joh. 3:31-32; 1:18; 3:13, 34; 2:24, 25. 

514) Eph. 4:10; 1:20-23; Matt. 28:20. 

515) Joh. 3:16; Gen. 3:15 etc.; Rev. 5:12; Joh. 5:23; Phil. 2:9 ff. 
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and second genus of the communication of the attributes is to be determined 
thus: In the first genus, divine and human things, for example eternity and an 
age of eight days, are equally real (realiter), but the divine is stated 
according to divine nature, the human according to human nature, as the 
sometimes expressly added particulae diacriticae (katé& oGpKa etc.) indicate. 
In the second genus, on the other hand—and this is the scriptural 
definition of the same—divine attributes are attributed to the Person of 
Christ also according to the human nature, not as essential attributes, but 
as attributes given or communicated in time, because the divine nature with 
its attributes dwells in human nature as its own body and comes to an 
effectiveness. Hence the designation of this second genus as genus 
maiestaticum, in order to express that according to human nature, Christ is 
not given merely glorious finite gifts, but divine majesty or infinite divine 
attributes through personal union. The same is said by the Greek expressions 
ddEaotc, PEAtiMotc, WETHSOOIc and LETATOINOIG, LETOYN BEiacg SvVGLEMCUSW. 
Because people at that time were less afraid of slander than we are at our 
time, they did not shy away from using expressions such as $éwotc, 
arovéwotic and $eornoinotc, not in the sense of transformation, but to 
designate the personal union of God and man and the penetration of human 
nature by the divine, which was thus set in motion. *!® That the Lutheran 
doctrine of the communication of divine attributes to human nature is not a 
new doctrine but has already been presented by the ancient Greek and Latin 
teachers, is convincingly demonstrated in the Catalogus Testimoniorum, 
which was published with the Book of Concord as a private treatise by 
Andreae and Chemnitz. *!7) 


516) Cf. the lists of names for the second genus in Gerhard, De pers., § 261; in 
Quenstedt II, 143. A more detailed explanation of the names is given by Hollaz, De 
pers. Christi, qu. 47; from Chemnitz, De duabus naturis, chapters 25 and 26 belong 
here by name. 

517) In the Miiller edition printed p. 731-760 under the title: "Directory of the 
Testimonies of Sacred Scripture and of the old pure Church Teachers, as they have 
instituted, taught and spoken of the person and divine majesty of human nature of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, at the right hand of the almighty power of God.” [Trig/. 1107 ff.] 
This Catalogus should be noted all the more 
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The Formula of Concord describes the genus maiestaticum in a detailed 
explanation as follows: “But as regards the assumed human nature in the 
person of Christ, some have indeed wished to contend that even in the 
personal union with divinity it has nothing else and nothing more than only 
its natural, essential properties according to which it is in all things like its 
brethren; and that, on this account, nothing should or could be ascribed to the 
human nature in Christ which is beyond, or contrary to, its natural properties, 
even though the testimony of Scripture is to that effect. 51] But that this 
opinion is false and incorrect is so clear from God's Word that even their 
own associates rebuke and reject this error. For the Holy Scriptures, and the 
ancient Fathers from the Scriptures [in which they were fully trained], testify 
forcefully that, for the reason and because of the fact that it has been 
personally united with the divine nature in Christ, the human nature in 
Christ, when it was glorified and exalted to the right hand of the majesty and 
power of God, after the form of a servant and humiliation had been laid 
aside, did receive, apart from, and over and above its natural, essential, 
permanent properties, also special, high, great, supernatural, inscrutable, 
ineffable, heavenly prerogativas (prerogatives) and excellences in majesty, 
glory, power, and might above everything that can be named, not only in this 
world, but also in that which is to come [Eph. 1:21]; and that, accordingly, in 
the operations of the office of Christ: the human nature in Christ, in its 
measure and mode, is equally employed [at the same time], and has also its 
efficaciam, that is, power and, efficacy, not only from, and according to, its 
natural, essential attributes, or only so far as their ability extends, but chiefly 
from, and according to, the majesty, glory, power, and might which it has 
received through the personal union, glorification, and exaltation. 52] And 
nowadays even the adversaries can or dare scarcely deny this, except that 
they dispute and contend that those are only created gifts or finitae qualitates 
(finite qualities), as in the saints, with which the 


because Chemnitz must be acknowledged as a thorough scholar of patristic literature 
even in our time. The testimonies for the genus maiestaticum are grouped under ten 
theses, which can be considered a brief summary of the doctrines of the Formula of 
Concord. The testimonies are each preceded by the proof of Scripture to express that 
"true, saving faith is not to be founded on any old or new church doctrine, but solely 
on the Word of God." The preceding proof of Scripture makes such a powerful 
impression because it is given without any commentary. 
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human nature in Christ is endowed and adorned; and that, according to their 
[crafty] thoughts or from their own [silly] argumentationes (argumentations) 
or [fictitious] proofs, they wish to measure and calculate of what the human 
nature in Christ could or should be capable or incapable without becoming 
annihilated.” >!® In a shorter version, the Formula of Concord says: “We 
believe, teach, and confess also that the assumed human nature in Christ not 
only has and retains its natural, essential properties, but that over and above 
these, through the personal union with the Deity, and afterwards through 
glorification, it has been exalted to the right hand of majesty, power, and 
might, over everything that can be named, not only in this world, but also in 
that which is to come (Eph. 1:21) >!” 

It cannot be pointed out emphatically enough that the scriptural 
statements in which divine attributes are attributed to Christ according to the 
divine nature (like: The Son of Man was in heaven, Joh. 6:62) have to be 
distinguished from the scriptural statements in which divine attributes are 
attributed to Christ according to the human nature (like: The Son of Man is 
in heaven, Joh. 3:13; has received all authority in heaven and on earth, Matt. 
28:18). By failing to distinguish between these scriptural statements, the 
Reformed obstruct their understanding of the doctrine of Christ's Person, and 
the failure to take this difference into account in the scriptural statements is 
the reason why modern theologians criticize the tripartite division of the 
propositiones idiomaticae as unnecessary and cumbersome. Hase too, 


518) p. 684, § 50 ff. [Trigl. 1031, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 50-52.] 
. 676, § 12 [Trigl. 1019, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 12.] 


Also Dietrich's 
definition in his exposition of the Small Catechism suffices: "What is the 
second kind of communication of the attributes? Answer: when divine 
majesty, honor, and power are conferred upon Christ according to human 
nature by and because of personal union." (St. Louis ed., p. 76.) Hollaz: 
Secundum genus communicationis idiomatum est, quo Filius Dei 
maiestatem suam divinam assumptae carni communicavit. (Examen, De 
pers., qu. 45.) 
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who otherwise distinguished himself in his Hutterus Redivivus by his correct 
presentation of Lutheran Christology, has a misunderstanding on this point 
and he confuses the statements of Scripture in a disorderly manner. For he 
thinks that if in the first genus of the concrete of human nature divine things 
are said (like Joh. 8:58: He who was born in the time of Abraham is before 
Abraham), the statement coincides with the rightly understood genus 
maiestatieum, for example with Joh. 5:27: The Son of Man has received the 
power of the Last Judgment. °” This is not what the old Lutheran 
theologians meant, and there is a misunderstanding of the relevant scriptural 
statements. When Scriptures Joh. 6 and Joh. 8 say of the Son of Man that he 
was in heaven and is before Abraham, the divine predicate refers to Christ 
according to his divine nature. If, on the other hand, Scripture John 5, 
Matthew 28 and Dan 7 ascribe to the Son of Man the power of judgment 
given in time and all authority in heaven and on earth, the divine predicates 
refer to Christ according to his human nature. Hase himself explains how 
necessary this distinction is. He points to the devastation that is wrought in 
the teaching of Christ's Person, if scriptural statements such as Joh. 5, Matt. 
28, Dan. 7 etc. were to refer to Christ according to his divine nature. Since 
these passages deal with divine attributes that were only given or 
communicated to Christ in time, the relationship of these predicates to 
Christianity according to the divine nature would "refute the_divinity of 
Christ himself, and. nothing would remain but an Arian creature or a 
Socinian world ruler". >?!’ A God who overcomes omnipotence only in time 
is not essentially God, but a so-called God, Deus creatus. This is how fatal it 
becomes when one wants to throw factually different scriptural statements 
about the communication of attributes without distinction into the same 
class. According to the procedure of the old Reformed teachers, Hodge also 
does this, when he says: "That our Lord said, 'All power is given unto Me in 
heaven and in earth,’ no more proves that His human nature is almighty than 
His saying, 'Before Abraham was I am,’ proves that humanity is eternal. >?” 
Thus, Hodge uses a scriptural statement that reads Christ according to the 


520) Hutterus redivivus, p.235. 521) ibid., p. 236. 
522) Syst. Theol. I, 416. 
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divine nature to dismiss a scriptural statement that refers to Christ according 
to the human nature. Thus it remains true what the Formula of Concord 
reminds us: “the propositiones or praedicationes, that is, how to speak of 
the person of Christ, and of its natures and properties, are not all of one kind 
and mode, and when they are employed without proper discrimination, the 
doctrine becomes confused and the simple reader is easily led astray.” **9) In 
short, if one wishes to correctly present the doctrine of the person of Christ, 
especially the communication of the attributes, it must be noted: In Scripture, 
divine predicates are attributed to Christ according to both divine and human 
nature: according to divine nature as essential attributes, and these scriptural 
statements are assigned by Lutheran teachers to the first genus of the 
communication of attributes (genus idiomaticum); according to human 
nature as attributes given or communicated in time, and these scriptural 
statements constitute the genus maiestaticum, which is the second by the 
dogmaticians >) and the third in the Formula of Concord. >”? 


No separation of the divine Attributes from the divine essence in the 
second genus. “ 

The Reformed and Roman theology, however, immediately raised the 
following objection to the doctrine of divine properties that have been 
communicated: If the divine properties as communicated also belong to 
human nature, then a separation (separatio) of the divine properties from the 
divine being is taught, and in this way we obtain two sets of divine 
properties, one set that belongs to the divine nature, and a second set that 
belongs to human nature. Therefore, with the assumption of a 


523) Miiller, p. 681, § 35. [Trig/. 1027, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 35] 

524) Hollaz: Quando idiomata divina in primo genere praedicantur de Filio 
hominis, vindicantur naturae divinae, cui formaliter (wesentlich) conveniunt, v. g.: 
Filius hominis est ante Abrahamum, scii, secundum naturam divinam; at in secundo 
genere idiomata divina spectantur, prout humanae naturae communicative aut 
inhabitative conveniunt. [Google] (Ex., De pers., qu. 60.) 

525) Miiller, p. 684, § 48. [Trig/. 1041, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 48] 
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genus maiestaticum there is an "equalization of natures" (exaequatio 
naturarum) or a manifest transformation of the human nature into the divine 
one. The older Reformed theologians never tire of raising this objection in 
one form or another to the communication of divine attributes to human 
nature. °°) Hodge, too, speaks of a "transfer of divine attributes" and of a 
"physical impossibility that attributes are separated from the substances of 
which they are the manifestations" and means by this to refute the genus 
maiestaticum. **” One cannot say that this objection is based on any 
reasonable sense, even from the Reformed point of view. After all, the 
Reformed theologians want to establish with the Lutheran Church the real 
communication of the Person of the Son of God to the human nature of 
Christ. If the real communication of the divine person does not produce two 
copies of the divine Person of the Son of God, which the Reformed reject 
with the Lutheran Church, why should the divine attributes, for example 
omnipotence, be doubled by its communication to human nature? 
Furthermore, the objection, which is based on the separation of the divine 
attributes from the divine being, completely misses the point, because 
according to Lutheran teaching—and, as is well known, also according to the 
teaching of Scripture, Col. 2:)—the whole divine essence, mav 16 TANpoLA 
ts Sedtwoc, dwells in the human nature as his c®@pa (body). How can there 
be talk of a separation of the divine characteristics from the divine being! 
The Lutheran Confessions and the Lutheran theologians rightly illustrate the 
facts of the matter with the example of the connection of soul and body in 
man, as used in Scripture itself. The human body in itself has no life, no 
sensation and no movement. But the soul communicates its life to the body 
as long as it is connected with the body. Through this communication life is 
not separated from the soul, and not two lives and two series of soul 
characteristics are created, but one and the same life (una numero 


526) Thus Danaeus thinks that the actiones of the one nature alteri communicari 
non possunt, alioquin desinerent esse propriae. (De Filii Dei incarnatione, p. 404; 
with Frank III, 368.) 

527. Syst. Theol. I, 417. 408. 


249 > No separation of the divine attributes from the divine being. 
[English ed. ~ 225-226] 


vita), which belongs essentially to the soul (essentialiter), dwells in the body, 
comes into effect in the body and thus becomes given or communicative in 
the body. So there is also in Christ only one set of divine attributes, for 
example only one divine omnipotence, which is essentially due to the divine 
nature, but which also becomes communicatively proper to the human 
nature, so that the divine nature dwells in the human nature as well as in its 
owpa (body) and becomes effective. And as little as the body, by becoming a 
living body through the indwelling of the soul, is made equal to the soul or 
transformed into the soul, so little does an exaequatio naturarum 
[equalization of natures] in Christ take place through the human nature of 
Christ becoming omnipotent, omniscient, etc. through the indwelling of the 
divine nature. If the Reformed object to this, between soul and body, as two 
finite factors, a communication without transformation is possible, but in the 
Person of Christ we are dealing with totally incongruent quantities, with 
infinite power, etc., and with a finite human nature: so it must be said that 
the objection would have a meaning from the Socinian point of view, since 
the Socinians, in consistent application of the finitum non est capax infiniti, 
reject the communication of an infinite hypostasis to a human nature. But the 
Reformed, who admit the communication of infinite hypostasis, raise the 
objection in contradiction to their own point of view. 

Because the Reformed theologians asserted with extraordinary tenacity 
that the communication of the divine attributes implies their separation from 
the divine being and their duplication, the Formula of Concord speaks out in 
great detail about the mode of how human nature has the divine attributes, 
namely not by separation (separatio) from the divine nature or by 
transfusion (transfusio) into human nature, "as if water, wine or oil were 
poured from one vessel into the other", that is, not in such a way that the 
divine attributes are the essential attributes of human nature, and an 
exaequatio naturarum takes place, but only through personal union, that is, 
through the unique fact that human nature is the deity's own body, and the 
effects of the Godhead take place through this human 
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nature, "as the soul does in the body and the fire does in a red-hot iron". 
Therefore, everything that the adversary says about doubling the divine 
attributes and equalizing natures belongs in the realm of misrepresentation. 
This is explained in detail in the Formula of Concord in its context **®) and 
closes this passage with the words: "Thus there is and remains in Christ only 
one divine omnipotence, power, majesty, and glory, which is peculiar to the 
divine nature alone; but it shines, manifests, and exercises itself fully, yet 
voluntarily, in, with, and through the assumed, exalted human nature in 
Christ. Just as in glowing iron there are not two kinds of power to shine and 
burn [as though the fire had a peculiar, and the iron also a peculiar and 
separate power of shining and burning], but the power to shine and to burn is 
a property of the fire; but since the fire is united with the iron, it manifests 
and exercises this its power to shine and to burn in, with, and through the 
glowing iron, so that thence and from this union also the glowing iron has 
the power to shine and to burn without conversion of the essence and of the 
natural properties of fire and iron."°”” Not without factual justification, the 
Formula of Concord makes the historical remark that this Reformed 
interjection (of a separation of the divine attributes from the divine being) is 
partly a deliberate lack of understanding. *°° Thomasius feels compelled to 
make the same remark **” and expresses his astonishment that Dorner 
recognizes that the Reformed throw-in is justified. After expounding 
Lutheran doctrine, with whose "conception" he himself "not entirely" agrees: 
"We see that the doctrine of our church defends itself thoroughly enough 
against that accusation, and it is certainly not too much to be expected of 
equity to urge her opponents to look more closely before they accuse her; 
otherwise it would appear that her attacks were based on unfamiliarity or 
malicious misunderstanding; ....for he who wills can ‘hear right opinions 
clearly and well' (Apology of the Book of Concord, p. 86 [CPH 2018, p. 
154). 


528) Art. 8, p. 687 ff., § 61-75 [Zrigl. 1035, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 61-75] 


529) Miiller, p. 689, § 66. [Trigl. 1039, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 66.] 
530) S. 688, § 63. [Trigl. 1037, F.C., Sol. Decl., VII, 63] 
531) Beitrége zur kirchl. Christologie. Erl. 1845, p. 52 ff. 
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The abstract terms in the genus maiestaticum. “ 

The question has also been discussed within the Lutheran Church as to 
whether, in the second genus, one should not avoid the so-called abstract 
phrases, for example, "Christ's human nature is life-giving, omnipotent" etc., 
and instead always name the whole person in the subject and say, "Christ or 
the Son of God or the Son of Man is omnipotent according to human nature. 
The reason given was that the former way of speaking is easily understood 
by the inexperienced as if the human nature of Christ, separated from the 
Son of God (in abstracto reali), that is, by itself, by a second omnipotence 
besides the omnipotence of the divine nature, was omnipotent. It must be 
said: this misunderstanding must be eliminated where it is to be feared. But 
one must not allow this way of speaking to be forbidden as false, because it 
is the way of speaking of the Holy Scriptures, even if it is rarer. The Formula 
of Concord rightly refers to Jn 6:51 ff., where the flesh of Christ is called the 
“living”, that is, life-giving, bread, and to | Jn 1:7, where justification is 
attributed to the blood of Christ, that is, the human nature of Christ has a 
direct almighty, divine effect. The words of the Formula of Concord read: 
“Scriptures speak not merely in general of the Son of Man, but also indicate 
expressly His assumed human nature, 1 John 1:7: The blood of Jesus Christ, 
His Son, cleanseth us from all sin, not only according to the merit [of the 
blood of Christ] which was once attained on the cross; but in this place John 
speaks of this, that in the work or act of justification not only the divine 
nature in Christ, but also His blood per modum efficaciae (by mode of 
efficacy), that is, actually, cleanses us from all sins. Thus in John 6:48-58 the 
flesh of Christ is a quickening food; as also the Council of Ephesus 
concluded from this [statement of the evangelist and apostle] that the flesh of 
Christ has power to quicken; and as many other glorious testimonies of the 
ancient orthodox Church concerning this article are cited elsewhere.” >>” 
Baier and other ancient theologians ***) have expressed misgivings about the 
use of abstract idioms because 


532) Miiller, p. 686, § 59. [Trig]. 1035, 59; FC VIII, 59] 
533) Baier, Comp. II, 69, and Reusch in his Annotationes to Baier's 
Compendium 1757, p. 651 sqq. 
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the "indocta plebs" (untrained people) easily understand them to mean that 
the human nature of Christ is omnipotent even apart from personal union 
with the Son of God. In reply to this, 1. Baier and the theologians, who have 
the same fear, hardly understand the situation correctly. The feared 
misunderstanding is not to be found in the indocta but the docta plebs 
(trained people). The simple-minded Christian hardly comes up with the 
thought that the flesh of Christ is to be thought of as separate from the 
Person of the Son of God in the words of the Scriptures Joh. 6:55: "My flesh 
is meat indeed". 2. The abstract ways of speaking are, as has already been 
reminded, the ways of speaking of the Scriptures, and as the Scriptures 
speak, one can and should speak everywhere, also coram indocta plebe 
(before untrained people). That's why the theologians gathered in Smalcald 
in October 1578 rightly refused to delete the abstract ways of speaking from 
the Formula of Concord, on a reminder of the theologians of the Electoral 
Palatinate. They justified their refusal in the first place with the fact "that 
such phrases per vocabula abstracta are not only invented by us, but the 
Holy Scripture itself also speaks, not only in concrato, but also per vocabula 
abstracta, | Joh. 1: 'The blood of Jesus Christ cleanses us from all sins. 
Again: "My flesh is meat indeed.” Again: "The seed of the woman shall 
trample the head of the serpent. Again: "The seed of the woman shall crush 
the head of the serpent. °°’ The Christian Church must therefore not allow 
itself to be deprived of the vocabula abstracta, whereby the human nature of 
Christ is of course always conceived in and never outside of personal union 
with the Son of God,>**) That the ancient Church also used these ways of 
speaking is proved in great detail in the Catalogus Testimoniorum under 
Thesis III *°, which reads: “That, first of all, the Holy Scriptures, and then 
also the holy Fathers of the ancient pure Church, speak concerning this 
mystery also per vocabula abstracta, that is, in such words as expressly 
designate the human nature in Christ and refer to 


534) Hutter, Concordia Concors, c. 21, p. 679. The whole passage is very 
instructive. 

535) Also Hase points out in Hutt. red., p. 234, that when Lutheran dogmatists 
speak of the abstract of the human nature in the genus maiestaticum, they always 
think of human nature only in so far as it is actually united with the Son of God. 

536) Miiller, p. 742 ff. [Trigl, p. 1121, Thesis II.] 
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the same in the personal union, namely, that the human nature actually and 
truly has received and uses such majesty.” That the Reformed theologians 
are particularly hostile to the vocabula abstracta, such as: "The flesh of 
Christ is life-giving" etc., is because these vocabula express with particular 
clarity the communication of divine attributes to human nature, which they 
combat. 


No reciprocity in the second genus. * 

From the very beginning the Reformed theologians denied the right to 
exist to the genus maiestaticum also because this genus lacked the necessary 
reciprocity. The Admonitio Neostadiensis rebukes the Lutherans harshly 
"that they let be communicated to human nature the characteristics of the 
Godhead, but not on the other hand to the Godhead the characteristics of 
human nature", and it sees in this on the part of the Lutherans a troubled 
conscience. *°” The Reformed argument goes like this: If, by virtue of the 
unio personalis, the divine attribute of, for example, omnipotence and the 
power to make alive is communicated to human nature, then by virtue of the 
same unio personalis, the human attribute of limited power and mortality 
must also be communicated to divine nature. Now, Lutherans do not admit 
the latter, so they are not allowed to teach the former either, and so the whole 
genus maiestaticum is nothing. Also Hodge did not omit to register this 
argument against the Lutherans: "They" (the Lutherans) "do not carry out the 
principle, and argue that, because Christ is denominated from His divine 
nature when the limitations of humanity are ascribed to Him", (e.g. The Lord 
of Glory is crucified), "that therefore His divine nature is limited" (e.g. the 
divine nature has died). And Hodge thinks that in doing so disproved the 
Lutherans, and proved that there is no communication of divine attributes to 
human nature at all. 8) Also the modern kenoticists reproach the genus 
maiestaticum for being one-sided. They resolutely demand that 


537) Admon. Neost., p. 252: Argumentum trepidantis conscientiae est, quod ... 
anfunt humanitati quidem Deitatis, sed non vicissim Deitati humanitatis proprietates 
esse communicatas. [Google 


538) Syst. Theol. Il, 416. 
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a genus TATEWOTIKOV, that is, a genus of humiliation or emptying, be bound 
to the genus maiestaticum. If the human nature of Christ has a plus through 
its connection with the divine nature, then the divine nature must also have a 
minus through its connection with the human nature. As is well known, the 
original kenoticists, such as Thomasius, put the minus to the effect that the 
Logos, according to His divine nature, had discarded the so-called working 
divine attributes that express a relationship to the world, that is, above all, 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence. The kenoticists demanded this 
reciprocity in the name of logic. This was Kahnis' opinion: "If the 
communicatio idiomatum consists in the reciprocal relationship according to 
which the two natures in Christ communicate their attributes to each other, 
then according to logic this reciprocal relationship falls apart into two sides: 
first, divine nature communicates its attributes to human nature (genus 
abynpatikov), second, human nature communicates its attributes to divine 
nature (genus tarewortikov [humiliation]). The old dogmaticians does not 
recognize this second genus. This is, as Thomasius in particular has recently 
asserted, an obvious one-sidedness of the old dogmatics. >*” 

Against this it is to be said above all that the reprimanded "one- 
sidedness" is not an invention of the Lutheran Church. Scripture makes the 
communication of natures to each other, as far as an increase or decrease is 
possible, not mutual, but one-sided. Thus it is said: Scripture teaches that 
human nature has been glorified, exalted, increased or enriched by divine 
nature; but Scripture does not teach that divine nature has been 
humiliated, weakened or diminished by human nature. In detail, as has 
already been proved: Scripture teaches well that the human nature has 
become life-giving or omnipotent through the indwelling of the divine 
nature, but it does not teach that the divine nature, through its union with 
human nature, has lost its life-giving 


539) Dogmatk 2 Il, 78. 
540) Here belong the numerous expressions of the ancient Church that the 


human nature of Christ was brought about by its union with the Godhead mpoo8jkn, 
Tpood'KN LEyGAN, BEAtinotc, S6GacIc, LETALOPOMotc EI d6EaV, VY@ots (With 
Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa etc. Cf. Catalogus; Miiller, p. 738 ff. [Trigl. 1114 ff.) 
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power or any of its omnipotence through its binding with human nature. 
While Scripture well teaches that human nature has become partakers of 
infinite knowledge through the indwelling of the divine nature, it does not 
teach that the divine nature has lost all or part of its divine knowledge 
through its association with human nature. While Scripture teaches that 
human nature, through its association with the divine nature, has been lifted 
up to heaven and has become effectively present in the universe, it does not 
teach that the divine nature, through its incorporation into human nature, has 
abandoned its intrinsic relationship or its being and effectiveness in the 
universe. Scripture does teach that the human nature of Christ, because it is 
assumed into the “I” of the Son of God, has become partakers of divine 
glory, but it does not teach that the divine nature has thereby lost any of its 
divine worshipfulness. Thus the attempt to bind with the genus maiestaticum 
on the side of human nature a genus tazewortikodv [humiliation] on the side 
of divine nature is to be called a stroke of violence undertaken against 
Scripture. Scripture explicitly ascribes to the Incarnate Son of God, even in 
the state of humiliation, all the divine attributes that are noted as absent on 
the curriculum of the kenoticists in the name of logic and in order to 
establish the necessary reciprocity. Scripture attributes to the incarnate Son 
of God in the state of humiliation, like the undiminished "inner divine 
being",**” also the possession and the activity of the divine attributes that 
have an effect on the world. **”’ Thus, the demand that the genus 
maiestaticum on the part of the human nature be combined with the genus 
tamelv@tiKov on the part of divine nature is contrary to Scripture. 

Here again it is evident that neither the Reformed theologians nor the 
modern Kenotists even understand the position 


541) Joh. 10:30: ’Eyo kato matyp ev éopev; Joh. 1:18: O wv Etc Tov KOATOV Tov 
matpoc - é&nyjoato. Regardless of whether ov is translated presently or imperfectly, 
it is always to be understood as é&nyjoato, which is able to be understood 
simultaneously, since 0 @v Etg TOV KOATMOV TOV TaTPOc is the source of knowledge for 
é=nyyjoato. 

542) Joh. 5:17: O nathp Lov ews dpti epyaCeta_Kayo epydCopat. Joh. 1:14: 
‘E8eaodpst'a (in the state of humiliation) thv 66gav avtov, 565av Ms LOvoyEvovcG 
mapa matpdc, and not only the 66éa of divine love, but also of divine omnipotence, 
Joh. 2:11. 
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of the Lutheran Church. When they say to the Lutheran Church: "If it flows 
from the unio personalis that human nature has become omnipotent, it flows 
from the unio personalis that divine nature has become mortal", they 
presuppose that the Lutheran Church derives its statements on the 
communication of characteristics from the unio personalis by means of 
conclusions. But this is by no means the case. What follows in detail from 
the unio personalis for the two natures, the Lutheran Church lets Scripture 
itself say. The position of the Lutheran Church is this: The human nature of 
Christ or, which is the same, Christ according to his human nature is to be 
attributed the divine omnipotence etc., because Scripture expressly says that 
Christo was given the divine omnipotence in time, for example the power to 
raise the dead and the power of the Last Judgment, vioc év8pamov eotiv,™4?) 
that is, according to his human nature. But the divine nature of Christ or, 
which is the same thing, Christ according to his divine nature cannot be 
attributed to the birth out of Mary and the dying, because Scripture expressly 
says that Christ was given the human birth, the birth "out of the seed of 
David", and the suffering and dying katé odépKa and capKi,™ that is, 
according to human nature, not katé To TANpwpa THs YedtNTOc that is, not 
according to divine nature. Thus, only the Lutheran Church remains with 
Scripture when it ascribes omnipotence to Christ according to his human 
nature, but not limited power or suffering and dying according to the divine 
nature. >) 


543) Joh. 5:27; Dan. 7:13-14. 

544) Rom. 1:3; 9:5; 1 Petr. 3:18; 4:1. 

545) Therefore the apologists of the Book of Concord rightly refer to the 
Scriptures in response to the Reformed reproach of "one-sidedness", and Frank 
should not object to them (Zheol. d. Konkordienf. Il, 262 ff.), but praise them. The 
apologists state (Apology of the Book of Concord against Admon. Neost., 5b ff.): 
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But the demand to associate a genus maiestaticum with the genus 
Tamélve@tiKOV is also against reason, in more than one respect. With the 
exhibition of the genus taze1vwtixov the immutability of God is first of all 
revealed. Now it stands so that not only the Holy 


otherwise praises the way of the Formula of Concord, that it does not get involved in 
theological retreats, but simply presents the facts reported in Scripture. But at this 
point, where he speaks directly pro domo, that is, for his kenosis, he has not avoided 
an unobjective judgment. Hodge, too, represents the position of the Lutheran Church 
quite erroneously when he thinks that the Lutherans inferred (infer) the 
communication of divine attributes to human nature, that is, the genus maiestaticum, 
mostly from passages of Scripture in which a concretum of human nature stood in the 
subject and a divine idiom in the predicate, as in the sentences: The Son of Man was 
in heaven; the Son of Man is in heaven; the Son of Man has received omnipotence, 
etc. Hodge says: "Almost all the arguments" (for the genus maiestaticum) "derived 
from the Scriptures, urged by Lutherans, are founded on passages in which the person 
of Christ is denominated from His human nature, when divine attributes or 
prerogatives are ascribed to Him, whence it is inferred that those 1 attributes and 
prerogatives belong to His humanity. (Syst. Theol. ., Il, 416.) But that's not how the 
Lutherans do it. Rather, they say: "In such sentences the divine predicate can come to 
the person according to both divine and human nature. Scripture must decide each 
time, and it does so clearly. When Scripture says that the Son of Man was in heaven, 
is before Abraham, etc., it is speaking of the Son of Man before his incarnation, that 
is, according to his divine nature. But when it says of the Son of Man that he only 
entered heaven in time through the Incarnation and through the subsequent exaltation, 
and only in time did he receive omnipotence, 511 viog év9parmov Eativ, then the 
relationship of the divine predicate to human nature is truly taught with sufficient 
clarity. The relationship from the divine nature would deny the eternal divinity of the 
Son of Man and reduce his eternal divinity to an "Arian creature". To remain with 
Scripture, therefore, Lutherans associate the Scriptural statements of the former kind 
with the first genus, the genus idiomaticum, in which the person of Christ is said to be 
divine and human, but the divine according to the divine nature and the human 
according to the human nature. The scriptural statements of the latter kind, however, 
they add to the second genus, the genus maiestaticum, in which divine attributes are 
pronounced of the person of Christ according to human nature, not as essential 
attributes, but as communicated attributes, because the divine attributes become 
effective in human nature. 
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Scriptures teach the immutability of God,>*° but also that the natural man, as 
long as he makes use of his reason, does not even come to the thought that 
God changes his divine way of being or could lose his divine attributes 
completely or partially. The thoughts of a changeable God always arise only 
through the suppression of the natural knowledge of God. **” Everything 
that the modern kenoticists say about giving up divine attributes or even 
about the transformation of the divine ego into a human one is not "science" 
but a denial of the natural knowledge of God and falls under the judgment of 
the apostle: WAAaEav thv 6dEav tod aPOdptov Osod Ev OpotmpaTt sikdvoc 
Saptod avOpanov.>*) Then: Assuming that the Son of God became man in 
order to destroy the works of the devil by his divine activity in and through 
the assumed human nature, and to gather and maintain a church for himself: 
is it not much more probable—seen in the light of natural reason—that the 
human nature has been elevated to the power of the divine, but that the 
divine has lost none of its power? Finally, all those who want to add a genus 
maiestaticum to the genus tamewortkov have not considered that one really 
cannot have both genera. If the divine nature is reduced by its outwardly 
working divine attributes, i.e. by omnipotence, omniscience and 
omnipresence, then there is nothing at all left, whereby the human nature 
could be increased. By setting the genus tameivetixoy the whole genus 
maiestaticum would disappear. **?) That one nevertheless demanded a genus 
Tamswotikov beside the genus maiestaticum as a matter of course, is a 
further proof of the fact that 


546) Ps. 102:27. 28; 1 Tim. 6:16; Rom. 1:23. 

547) Rom. 1:18: thv aanetav ev aducia Katéyovtss. 

548) Rom. 1:23. 

549) The Apology of the Book of Concord p. 46a [CPH 2018, p. 95] already 
points to this: "If Christ were not essentially the true, eternal God, it would be 
impossible for Him to communicate divine power and majesty to the assumed human 
nature with which He is personally and inseparably united. What He does not have, 
He surely cannot give.” 

550) Kahnis, op. cit. F. Frank in RE.2 under Comm. idd. Luthardt, Dogmatik, 
10th ed., p. 223 Zoéckler, Handbuch II, 129 f. — The remark of the Princeton Review 
(1910, 689 f.) is correct, however, that modern kenosis, first on the continent and 
then also in England, was pretty much 
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in itself completely senseless idioms are adopted and passed on without 
examination. 

As far as the old church is concerned, it has rejected reciprocity with 
great determination. *! The Formula of Concord is downright horrified by a 
tametv@otic [tapeinosis, humiliation] which, according to the divine nature, 
should be given to Christ. *”) 


been removed from the agenda. See also Kirn, Grundrif 3, p. 103 ff. This has 
certainly not improved the situation. It has now become more fashionable to reject 
the "two-nature doctrine" at all. (Seeberg, Grundwahrh.5, p. 112 ff. Cf. the 
supplements of Winter to Luthardt's Dogmatics, p. 236). Ihmels contradicts Seeberg, 
but weakly. (Zentralfragen 2, p. 185.) Cf. about modern Kenosis also Strong, Syst. 
Theology, Il, 686 ff. 

551) John of Damascus summarized the early church teaching on this point. He 
rejects reciprocity (De fide orth. II, 15) with the much quoted words: "The Godhead 
does indeed communicate his own divine attributes (td oiketa avynpata) to the body, 
but he himself remains indivisible from the sufferings of the flesh (dtapéver 
apétoyoc); for not as the Godhead worked through the flesh, so also the flesh 
suffered through the Godhead; for the flesh served the Godhead as an organ". Cyril: 
"Because the flesh is connected with the life-giving word, it has been made 
completely life-giving. For it did not draw down the Word connected with it to its 
perishable nature, but it itself was lifted up to the power of the higher nature.” (In 
Tohannem, lib. 4, c. 23. Catalogus, p. 749.) Using the image of fire and iron, Basil 
teaches "one-sidedness" like this: "What is the deity in the flesh? Just as fire is in 
iron, not so that it loses something, but so that it communicates something (ov 
petaBatikacs, GAAO LETASOTIKaS). For fire does not pass into iron by self-draining, 
but it remains undisturbed in its place and communicates its own power to it (ov yap 
EKTPEYEL TO TLP MVP TPOG TO GidNPOV, LévoV SE KATH YOOPAV HETADISM@OW BVT THC 
oucsias 6vvépewc). The fire is by no means reduced by communication (éAattobtat) 
and fulfills completely what is connected with it. (In Nativitatem Christi; Catalogus, 
p. 749. The pévew kata yopav is a common Greek phrase to describe the term: to 
remain in undisturbed order or constitution. Cf. the larger encyclopaedias). Augustine 
distinguishes between the way the Godhead participates in suffering and the way 
human nature participates in divine majesty: "Iniuria sui corporis affectam non fateor 
Deitatem, sicut maiestate Deitatis glorificatam novimus carnem. (Contra Felicianum 
Arianum, c. 11. Catal., p. 750.) Likewise John of Damascus: "This" (the divine 
nature) "communicates to the flesh its own glorious attributes (avyjpata), while it 
itself remains without suffering (Gaa%jc¢)." (De orthod. fide III, 7. 15.) 

552) F.C. 684, §49 [Trig]. 1031, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 49]: “Now, as regards 
the divine nature in Christ, since in God there is no change, James 1:17, His divine 
nature, in its essence and properties, suffered no subtraction nor addition by the 
Incarnation, 
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All divine attributes are communicated to the human nature of Christ. * 
Reformed theology has finally made an objection to the communication 
of the divine attributes to human nature, which is taken from the 
indivisibility of the divine attributes. The argument goes like this: Either—as 
a result of the indivisibility of the divine attributes—all divine attributes of 
Christ must be pronounced according to human nature or none at all. Now, 
according to human nature, the Lutheran teaching ascribes to Christ 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence—the so-called working divine 
attributes—but not eternity, immensity and spirituality, the so-called resting 
divine attributes. But this means that—precisely because of the indivisibility 
of the divine nature and the divine attributes—the whole Lutheran doctrine 
of the communication of divine attributes to human nature falls away. If the 
Lutherans do not want to call Christ "eternal", "incorporeal" and 
"immeasurable" according to his human nature, they have no right to ascribe 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence to Christ according to his 
human nature. This is how the Reformed argue before and after the Neustadt 
Admonition (Admonitio Neostadiensis). ** In particular, they thought 


was not, in or by itself, either diminished or increased thereby.” p. 690, § 71: "We do 
not believe, teach or profess such an outpouring of the majesty of God and all the 
same attributes into human nature, thereby weakening divine nature or giving 
something of hers to another that she did not keep for herself. p. 550, § 39 [Trigl. 
827, F. C., Epitome VIII, 39.]: "We reject and condemn as contrary to God’s Word 
and our simple Christian faith . . . when it is taught and the passage Matt. 28:18: ‘All 
power is given unto Me,’ etc., is thus interpreted and blasphemously perverted, 
namely, that all power in heaven and in earth was restored, that is, delivered again to 
Christ according to His divine nature, at the resur- rection and His ascension to 
heaven, as though He had, also according to His divinity, laid this aside and 
abandoned it in His state of humiliation. By this doctrine . . . the way is prepared for 
the accursed Arian heresy, so that finally the eternal deity of Christ is denied, and 
thus Christ, and with Him our salvation, are entirely lost if this false doctrine were 
not firmly contradicted from the immovable foundations of the divine Word and our 
simple Christian (catholic) faith.” 

553) Admonitio Neost. p. 252: Si unio cum natura omnipotente et immensa facit 
naturam humanam omnipotentem et immensam [?), cur unio cum natura incorporea 
non faceret eam incorpoream? Sadeel, De veritate humanae nat. Christi, p. 10: Qui 
affirmant omnipraesentiam corporis Christi, id dicunt fieri vi unionis hypostaticae 
tov Aoyov: eo quod o Adyoc 
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they could press the Lutherans with the predicate of eternity. No Lutheran 
claims that Christ is to be attributed eternity according to human nature; 
neither is all power in heaven and on earth given to him according to human 
nature. >) 

This reformed, so vigorously asserted Either-Or has again the double 
characteristic that it is a. against Scripture and b. against reason. 

It is against Scripture, because it is not the Lutheran Church, but 
Scripture that makes the difference in the statements that have been 
criticized. For Scripture says of Christ, according to human nature, 
omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence and divine honor, as has already 
been demonstrated in detail, but Scripture does not say of Christ, according 
to human nature, eternity, but expressly an age of eight days and thirty years. 
555) The Reformed Either-Or thus represents a rationalist coup d'état against 
Scripture. The Apology of the Book of Concord has therefore sufficiently 
defended the doctrine of the Formula of Concord,*® when it says in relation 
to the Reformed objection: "We answer here with few words that we do not 
go further or teach from the communication of the divine majesty or 
attributes, for God's Word illuminates us. Since God's Word reports of the 
communication of other attributes, but says nothing about eternity, we are 
not to be ashamed of anything. And therefore we do not have to fear a 
division of the divine attributes. For the Son of God, who reveals such 
teaching about the communication of divine power, life-giving power, and 
suchlike things, he will also well know the way how such communication 
can happen without separation of the attributes. To whom we also command 
it, and in such mystery we are not to ponder or ponder with our reason 
outside his word."°>” Likewise, Chemnitz points out in the first place that the 
Reformed objection contradicts Scripture. "You see", 


(inquiunt) communicat corpori suam omnipraesentiam, At omnipraesentia sive 
ubiquitas tov Adyov non potest separari ab aeternitate ipsius Aoyov. Nam quia divina 
natura est simplicissima, idcirco proprietates divinae essentiae, quae sunt ipsa 
essentia, sunt indivisibiles. (By Frank II, 377.) 

554) Cf. Apology of the Book of Concord, p. 81a. 

555) Luke 2:21; 3:23, 556) Against Frank , 277 ff. 

557) Apol. d. Book of Concord, p. 81a; in Frank III, 377. 
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he writes, "that the quibblers do not start from the revelation of Scripture, 
which is what the one given by Christ as given to him in the time according 
to human nature says, but they counter the revealed Word with their 
quibbling (argutias illas). >®) 

But the Reformed Either-Or, although it operates with reason against 
Scripture, is also less than reasonable, if you look at it from the Reformed or 
generally human point of view. It involves suicide again in the first place. 
According to Reformed teaching, the divine personality of the Son of God is 
communicated to the human nature of Christ. If the Reformed theologians 
rightly refuse to testify eternity of the human nature of Christ because of the 
communicated eternal divine personality, they have forfeited any right to 
demand of the Lutherans that they testify eternity of the human nature of 
Christ because of the communicated eternal divine omnipotence. Thus, even 
from the Reformed point of view, the Reformed offensive so vigorously 
undertaken collapses completely in on itself. Let us also think of the union of 
soul and body in man, an analogy used by Scripture itself (Col. 2:9) to 
illustrate the union of God and man in Christ. It would not be reasonable for 
someone to say, with regard to the union of soul and body, "If the body 
becomes a living body through union with the soul, then through the same 
union it must also become immaterial. If it does not become immaterial, it is 
not to be called a living body. The argument of the Neustadt Admonition is 
just as unreasonable: If human nature does not become immaterial 
(incorporea) through the union with the divine one, 


558) De duabus naturis, c. 23, p. 127. Etc. Hunnius summarizes De duabus 
naturis, c. 23, p. 127 (Baier III, 55), the Reformed introduction in this way: At uno 
idiomate tov Adyov non communicato humanitati nulla prorsus communicata 
dicentur; ac vero infinitas, aeternitas, spiritualitas non sunt carni tributa, ergo nec 
idiomata reliqua. Hunnius antwortet: Hic initio respondeo, nos in hoc mysterio nihil 
ultra praescriptum divini Verbi vel affirmare vel defendere. Quia igitur manifesta 
habemus testimonia, Christo homini communicatam omnipotentiam, infinitam 
sapientiam, virtutem vivificandi et praesentiam usque ad consummationem saeculi, 
propterea credimus. Rursum quia Scriptura nusquam dicit humanitatem Christi esse 
ab aeterno, esse factam infinitam etc., ideo hoc etiam non asserimus.. 
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it does not become omnipotent (omnipotens) through this union either. 

Although the Reformed Either-Or enough is rejected by the fact that 
Scripture only speaks of the omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence, 
but not of eternity, of the human nature of Christ, through the revelation of 
Scripture we are in a position to give a more detailed explanation of the 
reason why not all divine attributes can be equally spoken of by the human 
nature of Christ, although with the fullness of the Godhead (Col. 2:9), of 
course, all divine attributes, not only those that are active but also those that 
are at rest, have entered into human nature. The reason is this: the divine 
attributes, even within the personal union, remain absolutely and always the 
essential attributes only of the divine nature and never become, for example 
through outpouring (transfusio), the essential attributes of human nature. 
Thus, the Formula of Concord, at the beginning of the Eighth Article, says of 
the person of Christ: “Accordingly, we believe, teach, and confess that to be 
almighty, eternal, infinite, to be of itself everywhere present at once 
naturally, that is, according to the property of its nature and its natural 
essence, and to know all things, are essential attributes of the divine nature, 
which never to eternity become essential properties of the human nature.”°>” 
If, then, the divine attributes never become essential attributes of human 
nature, in what way do they apply to human nature? They become inherent 
in human nature only in this way, and therefore they are expressed by human 
nature only to the extent that and because they become effective in human 
nature as the body of divine nature. Luther too, as has already been 
demonstrated, does not understand the communication of divine attributes to 
human nature as "rigidly physical" but as "dynamic", that is, as the 
penetration of human nature by the divine for the purpose of divine action by 
human nature. Human nature is to him the "hand tool" for the divinity. Let us 
take as an example the divine omnipotence. We ascribe to the human nature 
of Christ all power in heaven and on earth, life-giving power, judicial power, 
etc., not as an essential attribute, 


559) Miiller, p. 676, § 9 The Formula of Concord teaches the same in a very 
detailed presentation, p. 687 ff, § 60 ff. [Zrigl. 1017, 9; F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 9; cp. 
also Sol. Decl., VII, 60 ff.] 
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but because the Son of God exercises his divine power in the human nature 
that belongs to his person. But Scripture itself makes a clearly discernible 
difference among the divine attributes, as far as outward activity or the effect 
on creatures is concerned. It presents some as dormant, others as active. Let 
us take the creation of the world as an example. God was certainly also with 
and in the world creation after his eternity or as the eternal God. 
Nevertheless, Scripture speaks in such a way that God did not create the 
world through his eternity but through his omnipotence, that is, eternity is 
presented in the creation of the world as resting, omnipotence as working. 
Now even the Reformed do not claim that this separates eternity from 
omnipotence, that is to say that a separation among the divine attributes is 
created. Moreover, the fact that God was in and with the world creation even 
after his eternity is shown by the fact that the property of eternity is 
indirectly expressed, namely by the property of omnipotence, when the 
omnipotence through which creation took place is described as the eternal 
omnipotence or the omnipotence of the eternal God. This now also applies to 
the communication of the divine attributes to the human nature of Christ. 
Christ's human nature is and remains a creature even within the Personal 
Union. Admittedly, this creature nav to nAjpapa Tis YedtNTOG has entered 
into this creature, and it is therefore not misleading, but rightly spoken, when 
we say that all divine attributes, not only the working ones (omnipotence, 
omniscience and omnipresence), but also the resting ones (eternity, infinity, 
spirituality), dwell in human nature and are communicated to it in this sense. 
But because only the working divine attributes in human nature, which is 
and remains a creature, come directly to efficacy, so too only the working 
ones are directly sawn out of human nature, while the resting ones come 
indirectly, namely to the working one, to the statement. To remind us of 
examples, omnipotence and omnipresence are directly attributed to Christ 
according to human nature, when Scripture teaches us that in time and after 
the Exaltation everything is put under_Christ's feet, and he fills the universe 
and the Church. © The 


560) Eph. 1:20-23; 4:10. 
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Eternity, on the other hand, is only indirectly expressed, namely in the 
effective attributes. So the omnipotence given to Christ in time is expressly 
characterized as eternal omnipotence, when Dan. 7:14 says of the "power, 
honor and kingdom" given to the Son of Man: "His power is eternal, which 
does not pass away.” In the same way the 60€a, through which Christ is 
made glorious according to his human nature by the exaltation, Joh. 17:5 is 
explicitly described as the eternal 5d€a: “And now, O Father, glorify thou 
me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world 
was.” Also Joh. 1:14 the glory, which the disciples saw in the incarnated 
Logos in the state of humiliation, is characterized as 66&a ®>¢ povoysvotc 
mapé matpoc, that is to say as eternal divine glory. In this way, not only the 
later Lutheran dogmatists, but also Chemnitz and his contemporaries give 
from the Scriptures the closer reason for the fact that not all divine attributes 
are equally expressed by the human nature of Christ, although with the 
fullness of the Godhead all divine attributes have entered into humanity. 


561) 


561) Chemnitz: Propius aliquanto ad argutias dissolvendas accedamus. 
Scholastici scriptores et alii eruditi recte dicunt: idiomata essentialia in divinitate 
esse simpliciter ipsam absolutam Dei essentiam, cum qua unum et idem eunt. Et 
essentiam illam Dei in sese consideratam esse ojépiatov atque ideo idiomata etiam 
essentialia absolute in sese in Deo considerata non esse a se invicem distincta; non 
enim alia sui parte Deus est sapiens, alia potens, alia iustus, .. . sed unica, individua 
et simplicissima essentia divina est ipsa potentia, sapientia, vita divina etc. Sed 
quando individua illa divinitatis essentia ad creaturas refertur atque ita relate ad 
extra consideratur, quod scilicet in creaturis non eadem in omnibus, sed in aliis alia 
efficiat, quaedam iustitia sua, quaedam bonitate, quaedam potentia sua etc.: in ea 
relatione seu consideratione aliquam quasi distinctionem inter essentiam, et attributa 
eius docendi et discendi causa cogitamus, . . . atque tunc etiam in illa relatione aut 
consideratione attributa divina aliquam inter se distinctionem admittunt. Quaedam 
enim sunt, quibus divina essentia quasi extra se evepyeia quadam, ad creaturas 


egredietur .. ., qualis est iustitia, bonitas, potentia, maiestas seu gloria, sapientia, 
vita. .. . [Google] Alia vero sunt attributa, quae quasi intra ipsam essentiam manent 


nec peculiaribus evepyeiaic, actionibus, operationibus aut effectis in creaturis ad 
extra se proferunt vel cognoscenda se praebent, ut illis tanquam actu secundo 
describi et intelligi possint, qualis est aeternitas, immensitas, infinitas, quodque est 
spiritualis essentia. .. . Aeternitas et immensitas Deitatis, quia ad totam plenitudinem 
Deitatis pertinent, personaliter inhabitant in assumpta Christi natura, sed non 
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We cannot close this passage without recalling that in the argument 
based on the indivisibility of the divine being and the divine attributes we are 
confronted with a great wealth of imaginary human wisdom. It is a 


peculiares pro se (in itself) evepyetac in assumpta natura et per eam proferunt et 
exerunt, Reliqua vero Deitatis Yerbi attributa ita personaliter inhabitant in assumpta 
natura, ut evepyetac suas in illa et per illam exerant, sicut dictum est, quibus tamen 
aeternitas et immensitas individuo nexu cohaerent. Divina enim potentia tov Adyov, 
quae operationes suas per assumptam naturam exerit, est aeterna et immensitas 
potentia. Haec amantibus veritatem plana sunt. Et reliquae quidem creaturae from 
évepyeia illorum attributorum Divinitatis qualitates quasdam mutuantur, tanquam 
rivos ex fonte et radios a lumine deductos. In Christi vero assumpta natura ipsa 
divina potentia Verbi non habitus aut qualitates tantum efficit, sed ipsas operationes 
suas divinas per carnem assumptam exerit, eo modo, sicut dictum est. Atque inde 
sumitur denominatio, quod caro Christi praedicatur vivifica. [Google] Quod vero 
dicitur, carnem Christi non factam esse ex unione aeternam, infinitam, immensam et 
spiritualem essentiam, ideo non totam plenitudinem Deitatis personaliter 
communicatam assumptae humanae naturae, facile solvitur. Neque enim ex 
reliquorum etiam attributorum personali communicatione humanitas Christi in 
seipsa aut secundum Se, essentialiter aut per essentiam, proprietate aut conditione 
aliqua naturae, facta est omnipotens, omniscia, vivifica, sed quia assumpta 
humanitas attributa illa Divinitatis Aoyov personaliter sibi imita habet, ita ut in illa et 
per illam operationes suas exerant, sicut de ferro ignito dictum est: ideo dicitur 
communionem cum illis habere. About the examples of soul and body and fire and 
iron Chemnitz adds: Et anima, quae et ipsa est aépwtoc, non habens partem extra 
partem, cum sit in toto corpore tota et singulis partibus tota, potentias quidem suas 
communicat corpori, ut oculus videat, auris audiat, cor intelligat, non tamen corpus 
ideo aut inde fit substantia spiritualis et immortalis sicut est anima. Ignis etiam se 
totum et facultates suas communicaticat ferro ignito, non tamen ideo aut inde ferrum 
ignitum fit substantia elementaris levis, sursum tendens, nec ideo vera et realis 
communicatio ignis ad ferrum infringitur. Sed satis sit de illis argutiis, cum lucerna 
pedibus nostris et lux semitis nostris sit patefactum Verbum Dei, cuius facem 
praelucentem in magni huius mysterii explicatione solam merito ac necessario 
sequimur. [Google] (De duabus naturis, p. 128 sq.) - Quenstedt summarizes the facts 
of the case completely in writing: Recte dicitur omnia attributa divina esse naturae 
humanae communicata, item quaedam, nulla, Omnia communicata sunt quoad 
inhabitationem et possessionem, quaedam saltem quoad immediatam praedicationem 
et enunciationem (ut evepyntika sive quae habent actum primum et secundum, ut 
omnipotentia, omniscientia etc., non vero avevépynta, ut aeternitas, infinitas etc.). 
Nulla sunt communicata quoad e subiecto in subiectum transfusionem. [Google] (J. 
c. IT, 228.) 
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wisdom that bears no concern for crisscrossing the divine essence and 
attributes with so-called "logical necessities," as if God were not o@> 
anpdortov to men,>*” but a God whom, without His revealing Word, they 
have completely seen through in His essence and work. Of course, it is an 
established truth that there are no parts in God, but that the divine attributes 
of God are indivisible beings themselves. The infinity of God excludes all 
parts in God. But it is also a fixed truth that we human beings cannot have 
the slightest idea of an infinite and indivisible being. But because God wants 
to be recognized by us men, he has lowered himself to our human 
imagination and revealed himself in his Word, as it were, in pieces, that is, in 
individual attributes. We human beings in this life must adhere to this 
revelation, distinguish the characteristics from one another and ascribe to the 
individual characteristics only the effects that God himself ascribes to them 
in his Word. Then we recognize God only in bits and pieces, &« népouc; but 
according to the Apostle's explanation, this is the normal recognition for this 
life. °°) To those theologians and philosophers who want to correct scriptural 
statements with the "absolute oneness" of God, of which they have no 
conception at all, the much-abused Word is rightly applied: "Fools rush in 
where angels fear to tread.” 


The Third type of Communication of Attributes (genus 
apotelesmaticum) “ 

The burden of dogmatics with a special statement about the communion 
of natures in the performance of official works (amoteAéopata) is also the 
fault of the Reformed theologians and their Christological fellows. > 
Indeed, the Reformed theologians very firmly demand that the human nature 
of Christ be separated in its action or work (operatio, actio) from the action 
or work of the divine nature, because human nature as a finite entity (finitum) 
cannot be an organ for the activities of the infinite divine nature. Hodge for 
example says: 


562) 1 Tim. 6:16, 563) 1 Cor. 13:9. 
564) Klee, Katholische Dogmatik I, 1, p. 446. 
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"Omnipresence and omniscience are not attributes of which a creature can be 
made the organ">°) The old Reformed theologians share this view. Danaeus 
insists: even if every nature has its own effect within the person, this is not to 
be understood "as if the divine nature were to add the human nature to the 
community of its peculiar action or effect, as being connected with it, or 
participating in it, or causing it" (quasi ad evepyeiacg seu operationis sibi 
propriae consortium et participationem natura divina assumat humanam 
veluti sibi sociam et cooperatricem ac ouvaitiov). *°° A few pages later °°” 
the same Danaeus says: "Each nature of Christ, in this enjoyment of 
communication, acts what is peculiar to it, without the other nature being 
brought about or added to the action peculiar to it" (non convocata in suam 
propriam evépynoty neque ascita altera natura). Likewise Zanchi: "As for 
the actions through which [the Person of Christ] acts (operatur), some are 
peculiar to the Godhead, others to humanity, and because they are peculiar, 
those which belong to one nature cannot be communicated to the others, 
otherwise they would cease to be peculiar" (alteri communicari non possunt, 
alioqui desinerent esse propriae). **®) We have here on the Reformed side 
with the genus apotelesmaticum only one application of the rejection of the 
genus maiestaticum. If the human nature of Christ is not capable of the 
divine attributes, in particular also of the working attributes of omnipotence, 
omniscience and omnipresence, then it is naturally also not capable of all 
official works, for whose direction these divine attributes are necessary. 

Let us consider the Reformed opposition according to the individual 
divine attributes at work in the orientation of official works. Wherever it is a 
matter of an official work for the alignment of which the divine omnipotence 
is required, human nature, because of its finiteness, cannot keep up. This 
explains the very strange Reformed doctrine of the 


565) Syst. Theol. I, 417. 
566) Examination libri Chemnitii, p. 324; with Frank III, 366. 


567) 1.c., p. 327. 
568) De Filii Dei incarnatione, p. 404; with Frank III, 368. 
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miracles of Christ. The miracles of Christ also belonged to his official works, 
because he should and wanted to be recognized by his miracles as the Son of 
God and Savior of sinners who appeared in the flesh. >°”) And indeed when 
he dwelt among men, his disciples saw in him, in his flesh, that is, in his 
human nature, his divine glory. >” The disciples thus made a distinction 
between the miracles of Christ and the miracles of the prophets and other 
messengers of God. The Reformed doctrine, on the other hand, now says that 
Christ, according to his human nature, works miracles no differently from 
Peter and other human miracle-workers. Hodge also saw: "The human nature 
of Christ is no more omniscient or almighty than the worker of a miracle is 
omnipotent. >” The reformed separation of the human nature of Christ from 
the omnipotence of the divine nature is also expressed by Zwingli's doctrine 
of substitution (alloeosis). Just as Zwingli wants to have the Son of God 
removed from the subject of Scripture's statements, if the predicate is 
suffering and dying, so he also wants to have Christ's human nature removed 
from the subject of Scripture's statements, if the predicate is omnipotence. 
Therefore he makes the proposal to change the statement of Christ John 6: 
"My flesh is the right food" by substituting the subject in such a way: "The 
divine nature is the right food. °’” The later Reformed, as we have seen, 
sought to avoid the expression GAAoiwotc (alloeosis) and permutatio, because 
it represents an overt maltreatment of the statements of Scripture that is too 
obvious. But just as their more detailed explanations of how the Son of God 
is to suffer and die coincide objectively with Zwingli's alloeosis,*”*) so they 
also separate in great objective agreement the human nature of Christ from 
the omnipotence of the divine nature. They do not accept the scriptural 
statement in John 6: carnem Christi esse vivificam [“My flesh is meat 
indeed”], and use the image that the human nature of Christ did no more to 
perform His miracles than the hem of His garment to heal the woman who is 
sick with an issue of blood or the staff of Moses to perform Moses' miracles. 
574 Tn short, it is Reformed 


569) Matt. 11:2-6. 570) Joh. 1:14; Matt. 14:22-32. 
571) Syst. Theol. I, 417.572) See footnote 311. 573) p. 166 f. 


574) Danaeus, Examen libri Chemn., p. 108; Sadeel, De veritate hum. nat., p. 
121; with Gerhard, De pers., § 288; with Quenstedt II, 300 sq. 
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doctrine that the human nature of Christ is excluded from participation in the 
works of omnipotence because this is beyond its capacity. When the 
Reformed theologians also use the term "organ" for the human nature of 
Christ, they do not think of an organ which belongs to the living unity of the 
person and to which omnipotence is communicatively inherent, but of an 
organ in the sense of "merum instrumentum", that is, an organ relationship, 
whereby the human nature of Christ comes into a rubric with the miracle- 
working prophets and apostles. According to Reformed doctrine, the divine 
omnipotence remains separate from the human nature of Christ just as it 
remained separate from the human nature of Peter when he healed the lame 
man the gate of the temple which is called Beautiful. >” In the same way, 
according to Reformed Christology, the situation is the same with regard to 
official works, for the performance of which omniscience and omnipresence 
are required. Let us pay attention to the prophetic ministry of Christ. The 
prophetic ministry of Christ consists in the fact that he taught from his divine 
knowledge, namely as 6 @v Etc Tov KOATOV Tov aTPdc in distinction to all 
other messengers of God. >”°) According to the Reformed conception, 
however, the human nature of Christ is excluded from this unique teaching 
according to divine knowledge, which is due only to Christ, for: "A human 
soul which is omniscient is not a human soul"*’” As Christ's miracle, so also 
his preaching according to human nature is in the same line as the preaching 
of the prophets and apostles. Let us also pay attention to the royal office of 
Christ. To this office belongs that he is present and active in his Christendom 
on earth, fulfilling and governing his Church, which is his body, and 
preserves it against the gates of hell. According to Reformed doctrine, 
however, the human nature of Christ is excluded from this activity, because 
it is at one time incapable of an act of omnipotence, and at another time its 
entire radius of existence and action is only localis and visibilis,>”® thus not 
extending beyond the height of the body, about six feet. This is why the 
Heidelberg Catechism says that Christ, according to his human nature, is 
now no longer with his Church on earth. *”” Christ, as far as his haman 
nature is taken into account, rules his Church in absentia, as secular 


575) Acts 3:1 ff. 576) Joh. 1:18; 3:31-34; 3:13. 
577) Hodge, 1. c. Il, 416, 578) p. 195 ff. 579) Question 47. 
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rulers have to be content with an absentee rule with regard to their kingdoms. 
Among the works of Christ's royal office is also his presence and action in 
the universe, for Christ, in order to secure his Church, also occupied all the 
adjacent territory, the All of Things. He has taken into His hand the sea and 
the dry land, clouds, air and winds, men and animals, angels and devils and 
all unbelievers. This sphere of action encompassing the universe is expressly 
attributed to Christ by Scripture when it says that he ascended above all the 
heavens to fill the universe (ta mévta), that all things were put under his feet. 
580 But in these works of the government of all things, according to the 
Reformed teaching of Christ, human nature cannot compete; for—as 
Heidegger says in agreement with Zwingli, Calvin and all true Reformed—: 
Corporis humani non alia quam visibilis, localis, circumscriptiva praesentia 
est [“The presence of the human body is nothing other than visible, local, 
circumscribed”]. > Calvin, where he is consistent, expressly extends the 
separation of the work of nature to the high priestly ministry of Christ. When 
he calls Christ's merit the merit of a person who only through predestination 
receives redemptive value,>*” he is thinking of human nature in the work of 
suffering and dying separated from the value-giving divine nature. 


. The Reformed doctrine that is really held is that the 
divine and human natures of Christ cannot be subject to common action, but 
that the natures must necessarily remain separate in their actiones and 
operationes, because the finite human nature is not capable of real 
communion with the infinite divine nature and especially with the working 
divine attributes (omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence). As we saw, 
Danaeus expressed this in the following way: " Every nature in Christo does 
what 


580) Eph. 4:10; 1:20-23 etc. 

581) Note 410 Calvin, Jnst. [V, 17, 29: Haec est propria corporis veritas, ut 
spatio contineatur, ut suis dimensionibus (about six feet in length) constet, ut suam 
faciem habeat. — Garriunt (Calvin means the Lutherans) de invisibili praesentia. — 
Nec promissio (Matt. 28:20: "Iam with you") ad corpus trahenda est. (L. c., 30.) 

582) Inst. II, 17, 1. 
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belongs to it in this genus of communication, non convocata in suam 
propriam evépynow neque ascita altera natura." And in basic summary 
Zanchi takes: Christ, insofar as he is God, has nothing to do with the work of 
human nature, and Christ, insofar as he is man, has nothing to do with the 
work of divine nature. *8) And the error is so gravely meant at this point, 
too, that he appears as the savior of Orthodoxy, namely as the savior of 
Christ's human nature. Communal action with the divine nature would 
destroy human nature. To prevent this misfortune, Danaeus of the actiones 
naturarum says: Communionem quidem habent ad idem opus seu 
anotédeoua, sed non habent communicationem inter se. 

The Christian Church holds fast against these human thoughts on the 
basis of Scripture—and this is a description of the so-called genus 
apotelesmaticum—. "All the official works that Christ as prophet, high 
priest and king has worked and still works for the salvation of mankind, 
he works according to both natures, in that each nature does not work 
what is peculiar to it separately from the other, but in constant 
communion with the other in an undivided act of God's humanity (actio 
Seavdpum). (4) The Formula of Concord describes this genus: “Secondly, 
as to the execution of the office of Christ, the person does not act and work 
in, with, through, or according to only one nature, but in, according to, with, 
and through both natures, or, as the Council of Chalcedon expresses it, one 
nature operates in communion with the other what is a property of each. 
Therefore Christ is our Mediator, Redeemer, King, High Priest, Head, 
Shepherd, etc., not according to one nature only, whether it be the divine or 
the human, but according to both natures.” *®°) 

Reformed theology, which denies that the human nature of Christ can 
participate or cooperate in the works of omnipotence, omniscience, 


583) Zanchi, with Heppe, Ref. Dogmatik, p. 312: Christus sicut qua Deus est, 
non vult nec operatur voluntate et potentia humana, sic neque idem qua homo est, 
vult et operatur voluntate et potentia divina. 

584) De Filii Dei incarnationec, p. 404; in Frank II, 368. on self-deception with 
regard to the "idem opus" later. 

585) Miiller, p. 684, § 46-47 [Zrigl. 1031, 46-47]. Baier: Tertium genus 
communicationis idiomatum consistit in eo, quod operationes ad officium Christi 
pertinentes non sunt unius et solius cuiusdam naturae, sed utrique communes, 
quatenus utraque ad illas, quod suum est, confert et sic utraque agit cum 
communicatione alterius. (Comp. III, 70.) 
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and omnipresence, is in contradiction with itself, with Scripture, and with the 
testimony of the ancient Church. 

It is in contradiction with itself. It seems prima facie to be a very 
reasonable consideration when Zanchi says that the actions of the Godhead, 
because they belong to the Godhead (Deitatis propriae sunt), cannot be 
communicated to human nature, and when, in the same sense, Hodge assures 
us that human nature as a creature cannot become an organ of divine 
knowledge and omnipresence. But this seemingly reasonable consideration 
is not reasonable for Reformed theologians. Reformed theologians, as is well 
known, want to state to the Unitarians the unio personalis, that is, they want 
to state that the divine “TI” or the divine Person has been communicated to the 
human nature of Christ, and thus human nature has truly been made the 
organ of the divine Person. But now the divine Person has exactly the 
characteristics of the divine works. The divine Person of the Logos is just as 
divine, infinite and a proprium of Godhead as the divine acts or effects of 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence. **°) By what right, then, does 
Zanchi argue that the actiones divinitatis, because they are divinitatis 
propriae, cannot be communicated to human nature, and by what right does 
Hodge assert that the human nature of Christ cannot be made the organ of 
divine knowledge and divine omnipresence, since both theologians want to 
assert to the Unitarians the communication of the divine person to human 
nature? So here again the self-contradiction of the Reformed theologians is 
present, which we had to remind of many times already. While they want to 
concede the communication of the divine person of the Logos to human 
nature, they want to reject the communication of the actions (actiones) of 
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence, which are equally divine and 
peculiar to the Godhead, and call them the destruction of human nature or 
Eutychianism. This self-contradiction can be lifted only in two ways. Either 
they must give up their polemic against the Unitarians and deny with the 
Unitarians the unio personalis of God 


586) Frank III, 324. 
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and man, or they must abandon their opposition to the Lutheran church and 
confess with the Lutherans as the communication of the divine “T’’, so also 
the communication of the divine actiones of omnipotence, omniscience and 
omnipresence, tertium non datur. Here again we say, following from 
Seeberg: Whoever admits the unio personalis of God and man has lost the 
right to say a word against the communication of the divine actiones to 
human nature. 

But the Reformed separation of natures in their actiones or operationes 
is above all in direct contradiction to Scripture. In the words of Scripture 1 
John 3:8: E1c tobto epavepd9n—namely ev oapki 8” —6 vidc tov Yeov, iva 
Avoy) Ta Epya Tov diaBodov there is talk of all divine works (actiones) 
through which the Son of God became and still becomes the Savior of man. 
But all these divine works are carried out through the flesh that has been 
taken in. The flesh or human nature of Christ is therefore the organ chosen 
by God for the divine work of redemption in all its parts. The assertion that 
the human nature of Christ, because it is finitum or a creature, cannot be an 
organ for the divine omniscience, omnipotence and omnipresence ("cannot 
be made the organ"), is a rejection of the whole divine method of 
redemption. This assertion is tantamount to declaring that there was a 
deplorable abuse on God's side when he sent his Son into the flesh so that the 
same one would establish the ministry of salvation in the flesh and through 
the flesh. As certainly as God did not commit any error with the incarnation 
of His Son for the redemption of men, so certainly already in | John 3:8 and 
all equivalent scriptural statements the explanation is given that the human 
nature of Christ is an exceedingly suitable organ for the effects of the divine 
nature, no matter whether they are effects of the divine omnipotence or of 
the divine omniscience and omnipresence, in other words: that the human 
nature of Christ, in spite of its creaturely nature, is entitled to common action 
with the Godhead, or that all the official works of Christ are divine-human 
actions. The testimony of this truth runs through the whole of Scripture and 
can be called the real scopus of Scripture. As the seed of the woman, that is, 
through human 


587) 1 Joh. 4:2: ev aapxi éAnaviias. 
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nature as an organ, the Son of God crushes the head of the serpent.*®® As 
Abraham's seed, that is, in and through human nature, he brings blessings 
among the Gentiles. *8° As he who was born of the woman, that is, in and 
through human nature, the Son of God was put under the Law, that he might 
redeem those who were under the Law, and we might receive adoption. >” 
As a preacher on earth, that is, in the flesh and through the same, he teaches 
not only ek Tic yg, but as 6 ev Etc TOV KOATOV Tov ZaTPdc With divine 
knowledge. >” As the King exalted after suffering and death, that is, 
according to and through human nature, he rules not in absentia, but 
everywhere present in the world and the Church. °°” In view of the scriptural 
statements that the ministries of the Son of God can be carried out through 
the accepted flesh, the assertion that the human nature of Christ cannot be an 
organ for the divine actiones appears, however, as a monstrosity. Rather, it 
stands thus: as we have no right according to Scripture to ascribe to the Son 
of God, after His incarnation, a being outside the flesh (esse extra carnem), 
for: 6 AOyoc oGpé EyEvETO, so we have no right according to Scripture to 
ascribe to the Son of God, after His incarnation, an efficacy outside the flesh 
(operatio extra carnem); for this very purpose the Son of God appeared in 
the flesh, that in the flesh and through the flesh He might destroy the works 
of the devil, and that in the flesh and through the flesh He might be prophet, 
high priest, and king. In order to maintain this clearly testified truth of 
Scripture, the Church has therefore felt compelled to establish the so-called 
genus apotelesmaticum, in which she confesses: Christ performs all the 
ministries (GoteAéouaté) according to both natures, each nature doing what 
belongs to it in a constant communion with the other in an unseparated act. 

As far as the scriptural evidence for the genus apotelesmaticum is 
concerned, there is still a remark to be made. One has found it strange and 
confusing that the same scriptural statements are cited in two or even in all 
three genera. But this is entirely appropriate. Let us take as an example | 
Joh. 1:7: “The blood of Jesus Christ, His Son, cleanseth us from 


588) Gen. 3:15. 589) Gen. 22:18. 590) Gal. 4:4-5. 
591) Joh. 1:18; 3:31 ff. 592) Eph. 1:20 ff. 
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all sin.” If, against Nestorius, Zwingli and comrades, we have to emphasize 
that in these scriptural words the blood of Christ is the blood of the Son of 
God, not merely of human nature, we cite the words under the first genus 
(genus idiomaticum). It is necessary to draw the attention of Nestorius, 
Zwingli and the Reformed theologians to the fact that in this scriptural 
passage the divine work of purifying sins is attributed to the Blood of Christ, 
that is, to Christ according to human nature, the words are appropriately used 
also under the second and third genus, because the words express that the 
human nature of Christ is both divine power communicated (genus 
maiestaticum) and communion (actio) with the divine nature (genus 
apotelesmaticum). The fact that we separate the contents of one scriptural 
statement into three genera is not due to Lutheran vastness and love of 
polemics, but to the existence of people who, together with Nestorius, 
Zwingli and comrades, denied and still deny that the Son of God has blood 
and that this blood has divine power and divine effect. We can call the genus 
apotelesmaticum the directly practical genus. Under the same genus we find 
the scriptural statements in so far as they describe Christ in his ministry or 
work which he has directed and is still directing towards the whole of 
humanity and his Church. This happens, as the dogmatists have expressed it, 
either through a nomen officii concretum, as: Christ, Savior, mediator, 
prophet, high priest, king, light, etc, or by propositiones officium Christi 
describentes, in which Christ as the subject is stated: to bear sin of the world 
(Joh. 1:29), to give oneself for our sin (Gal. 1:4), to give oneself for our sin 
as a gift and sacrifice, to give God a sweet odor (Eph. 5:2), to die for our sin 
(1 Cor. 15:3), to suffer in the flesh for us (1 Petr. 4:1), to heal us through His 
wounds (Isaiah 53:5; 1 Petr. 2:24), give his life as a guilt offering (Isaiah 
53:10), redeem from the curse of the law (Gal. 3:13), crush the head of the 
serpent (Gen. 3:15), destroy the works of the devil (1 Joh. 3:8), take power 
from the devil who had power over death (Hebr. 2:14), make saved what is 
lost (Luke 19:10), to accomplish the cleansing of sins through himself (Hebr. 
1:3), 
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acquire the church through His own blood (Acts 20:28), bless all the nations 
of the earth (Gen. 22:18), be the light of the Gentiles (Isaiah 42:6; Luke 
2:32), reveal and make visible the invisible God of earth (Joh. 1:18; 3:13; 
14:9; 1 Joh. 1:1 ff.), pray for the Church (Joh. 17; Rom. 8:34; 1 Joh. 2:1), be 
present with the Church (Matt. 28:20), give gifts to the Church (Eph. 4:7, 
11), fill the universe and the Church (Eph. 4:10; 1:20-23) etc. Whether in 
such statements the subject is expressly named according to both natures 
(such as: Christ died for our sins) or only according to one of the two natures 
(such as: the only begotten Son preached it to us—the woman’s seed crushes 
the head of the serpent)—always the whole person performs the works 
according to both natures, each nature doing what belongs to it (proprium) in 
constant communion with the other (cum communicatione alterius). And it is 
in this unique interaction of God and man in one Person, that is, in divine- 
human action, that the unique character of Christ's work is rooted in his 
prophetic, high priestly and royal office, while through the Reformed 
separation of the actiones of human nature from the actiones of the Godhead, 
if carried out consistently, Christ's work loses its unique character and is 
lowered to the human level. The subject matter is so important that we will 
immediately add a special section on it. 


The Practical Importance of the genus apotelesmaticum. * 

It has already been pointed out that the genus apotelesmaticum can be 
called the directly practical genus. The first two genera, the idiomaticum and 
maiestaticum, are necessary prerequisites for the apotelesmaticum. The 
Church fights for the first two genera in the interest of the third. In the first 
genus we hold with respect to Nestorius and Zwingli that not a mere man but 
the Son of God was born of Mary and died on the Cross, and n the second 
genus, we hold with respect to all Reformed opponents that the human 
nature of Christ is co-manifestly omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent, 
in order to be able to hold in the third genus that all of Christ's actions also 
bear a divine-human 
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and thus unique, saving, and consoling character. °°” 


The unique character of the prophetic ministry of Christ, as has already 
been explained, is that in Christ God himself teaches on earth. This unique 
character of Christ's teaching on earth is emphasized by Scripture in general 
when it says: " God, who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in 
time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 2 Hath in these last days spoken 
unto us by his Son",>”°) and in particular when it says that Christ did not 
teach sk ti\¢ yc, from the earth, as the prophets and also John the Baptist 
did, but as 6 @v sic TOV KOAnOV tod Hatpdc >” In other words: Christ taught 
uniquely on earth, quite differently from all other messengers of God, 
namely from his own divine knowledge: "No one has ever seen God; the 
only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has proclaimed it to 
us.” But whoever claims, from the Reformed point of view, that Christ's 
human nature is not capable of divine knowledge ("omniscience is not an 
attribute of which a creature can be made the organ"), is thereby depressing 
Christ's teachings according to his human nature—and it is through this 
nature that all his teaching activity on earth took place—down to the level of 
the prophets and apostles. This is the consequence of the false principle that 
the actiones of the two natures in Christ are "non (habent) communicationem 
inter se [they do not (have) communication with each other]". °°» 

But above all, the fellowship of natures, the communicatio actionum 
inter se, must be kept to the central 


593a) Therefore Hollaz calls the genus idiomaticum and the genus maiestaticum 
the fundamentum proximum for the genus apotelesmaticum: Fundamentum huius 
communicationis remotum est unitas personae et intima communio naturae divinae et 
humanae in Christo. Fundamentum proximum, est communicatio idiomatum primi et 
secundi generis.[Google] (Examen, De pers. Christi, qu. 67.) Philippi: "Both genera 
of idiom communication (the idiomaticum and the maiestaticum) have to do with the 
Person of the God-man as such. But the purpose of the Incarnation is none other than 
world reconciliation and world redemption. If we now look at the work (amotéAeopa) 
of the God-man, we find a third genus of idiomatic communication, the so-called 
genus apotelesmaticum. (Glaubenslehre IV, 1, p. 276 f.) 

593b) Hebr. 1:1-2. 594) Joh. 1:18; 3:13. 

595) Zanchi; with Frank III, 368. 


279 > The practical importance of the genus apotelesmaticum. [English 
ed. ~ 253-254] 


work of Christ, namely, to the high priestly office in which Christ offered 
Himself as a sacrifice to God for the sins of the world. Christ suffers not 
according to divine nature, but according to human nature. But also 
according to his divine nature he is and works in and with this suffering, in 
that the divine nature remains personally united with the human nature, 
sustaining it and giving infinite value to suffering, so that from the joint 
action of the two natures results a suffering for the whole world, that is, a 
work by which the reconciliation of the whole world with God has come 
about. Without the combined action of the divine and human natures, 
Christ's life, suffering and death would have no more value or meaning than 
the work of a human saint. Christ's high priestly work would lose the 
character of the work of redemption. Admittedly, we cannot set out the mode 
in which God, who is in himself incapable of suffering, could enter into the 
communion of suffering in his human nature. We have also recognized that 
all attempted approximations are evil. °° But the fact of communion in 
suffering is so certain when Scripture calls the death of Christ the death of 
the Son of God and bases the reconciling value of this death on it. °°” This is 
the point from which Luther opposes Zwingli's Alloeosis: "So learn to grasp 
this article, that this Person of Christ be kept whole and that both natures of 
work be joined together, though the natures are different. For according to 
the divine nature he is not born of man, nor is anything taken from the 
Virgin. And it is true that God is the Creator, and man is a creature; but here 
they are gathered together into one Person, and are called God and man one 
Christ, that Mary has born a son, and the Jews crucified such a person, who 
is God and man. Otherwise, where he would be mere man than other saints, 
he would not be able, with all his holiness, blood and death, to take away one 
sin from us or extinguish a drop of hellish fire.” °°® Furthermore: "We 
Christians must know this: Where God is not in the balance and gives the 
weight, we sink with our bowl. So this is what I mean: 


596) p. 157 and note 325. 
597) Rom. 5:10; 1 Joh. 1:7; Acts 20,28. 598) St L. VIII, 386. 
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Therefore, where it should not be said that God died for us, but only a man, 
we are lost; but if God's death and God died in the scale, he sinks under it, 
and we go up as a light, empty scale."**”) Therefore, Luther's judgment of 
Zwingli's figure of speech "Alloeosis", through which he separated the Son 
of God from the work of suffering, is not too sharp: "Beware, beware, I say, 
of the Alleosis! It is the mask of the devil, for it is the last one to inflict such 
a Christianity, according to which I would not want to be a Christian, 
namely, that Christ should no longer be, nor do with his suffering and life 
any more than another mere saint. For if I believe this, that human nature 
alone has suffered for me, then Christ is a poor Savior to me, he himself 
probably needs a Savior. Summa: It is unspeakable what the devil seeks with 
the alloeosis. . . Now the Zingel not only denies this highest, most necessary 
article, that the Son of God died for us, but blasphemes the same and says it 
is the most abominable heresy ever. To this leads him by his conceit and 
damned alloeosis, that he separates the Person of Christ and leaves us no 
other Christ but a pure man who died for us and redeemed us. What 
Christian heart can hear and suffer such things? But then the whole Christian 
faith and the happiness of the world is taken away and condemned. For the 
one who is redeemed through humanity alone, of course, is not yet 
redeemed, and will never be redeemed." This is the effect of the 
Zwinglian alloeosis that cancels out Christ's high priestly office. It is also 
true, as has already been proved,” that later Reformed theologians in their 
theoretical explanations of the Son of God's relationship to suffering do not 
get beyond Zwingli's alloeosis in a factual way. But I repeat here the point 
that at this practical point of the redeeming work of Christ's Passion most 
Reformed forget their Finitum non est capax infiniti, that Calvin's saying that 
Christ's merit as the merit of a human being has no redeeming value in itself 
has found little imitation, and that even the Neustadt Admonition leaves the 
reformed point of view, when it lets the suffering of the human nature of 
Christ be given infinite value by the divine nature 


599) St. L. XVI, 2231, 600) St. L. XX, 943 f. 601) p. 166 f. 


281 > The practical importance of the genus apotelesmaticum. [English 
ed. ~ 255-256] 


(ut sit Abtpav et pretium sufficiens pro totius mundi peccatis, aequipollens 
poenis aeternis) and thus admits as a communion of natures, so also a 
cooperation of them. Also again Hodge’s statement is to be referred to: " 
Such expressions as Dei mors, Dei sanguis, Dei passio have the sanction of 
Scriptural as well as of Church usage. It follows from this that the 
satisfaction of Christ has all the value which belongs to the obedience and 
suiferings of the eternal Son of God, and His righteousness, as well active as 
passive, is infinitely meritorious.” ©” This is in contradiction with the so 
often repeated and stubbornly held assertion that no real communication 
between the natures and their operations can be accepted or allowed because 
of the incongruity of the latter. But in discussing the sad doctrinal 
differences, we do not want to omit to point out again and again the fact that 
God's Word is also validated underhand with those who, in the excitement of 
the struggle, seek to pervert themselves out of party spirit. 


There is no need to point out the practical importance of the joint action 
of natures in the royal office. If the Lutheran Church teaches that Christ, 
even according to his human nature, is everywhere present and active in his 
Church until the end of time, and that he fills and rules the universe, we hear 
the objection on the opposing side: why expose human nature to the danger 
of destruction, of being transformed into a "ghost", etc., by participating in 
the omnipresent rule in the Church and the world? Is not Christ alone by his 
divine nature man enough to rule the church and world omnipresently? To 
this it must first be answered that Scripture allows divine power to be given 
to Christ in time, that is, according to the human nature, 


602) p. 168. 
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and that the elevation to omnipresent dominion in church and world refers 
expressly to his human nature, as has already been explained in detail. °°) 
This also settles the feared destruction of human nature. ° In the second 
place, the answer is that it is certainly comforting for the children of God to 
state, on the basis of Scripture, that Christ is present on earth with his whole 
Church and with each member of the Church, not only according to his 
divine nature, but also according to his human nature, according to which he 
is their brother. The Formula of Concord draws attention to this when it says: 
“<Therefore we regard it as a pernicious error when such majesty is denied to 
Christ according to His humanity. For thereby the very great consolation is 
taken from Christians which they have in the aforecited promise” (as 
Matthew 28: ‘I am with you’) “concerning the presence and dwelling with 
them of their Head, King, and High Priest, who has promised them that not 
only His mere divinity would be with them, which to us poor sinners is as a 
consuming fire to dry stubble, but that He, He, the man who has spoken with 
them, who has tried all tribulations in His assumed human nature, and who 
can therefore have sympathy with us, as with men and His brethren, — He 
will be with us in all our troubles also according to the nature according to 
which He is our brother and we are flesh of His flesh.” °°) Chemnitz not 
only dedicates a separate chapter in De duabus naturis to the consolation of 
this fact, but also points out in numerous other places in this writing to the 
"dulces consolationes" [sweet consolations] which lie in the communion of 
the operationes of the two natures. ©” By the way, also 


603) p. 169 ff. 604) Formula of Concord, p. 685, § 53; 695, § 92. 

605) p. 694, § 87. [Trigl. 1047, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 87] 

606) Cap. XXXI, p. m. 206 sqq. 

607) We put some more remarks from Chemnitz here. Chemnitz first says 
cautiously (similar to Luther, St. L. Il, 778): Non dico, divinam naturam Aoyov non 
posse divinas suas operationes sine adminiculo assumptae perficere. Potuit enim 
illud ante incarnationem et adhuc idem posset. But then he adds immediately: Sed 
singulari evdokia voluit assumptam nostram naturam in communionem divinarum 
suarum operationum, praecipue in officio Messiae, tanquam organon assumere, ut 
certum pignus salvationis nostrae naturae nobis in seipso ostenderet, utque sciamus 
nos aditum et communionem habere ad officia et beneficia Filii Dei, Regis, Pontificis 
et Capitis nostri, quia ad effectionem et com- 
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at this point the practice among the Reformed is better than the theory of the 
theologians. In the Congregationalist, a few years ago, there was a letter 
from a layman in which he affirmed that he imagines his Savior to be present 
only in the human 


munionein illorum officiorum assumpsit humanam nostram naturam, qua nobis 
consubstantialis, cognatus, imo Frater noster est, Caro de carne nostra, et nemo 
carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit ac fovet eam, sicut Dominus ecclesiam, [Google] 
Eph. 5. XXIII, p. 126) Furthermore: Adversarii ipsi [the Reformed] fatentur, Christum 
ipsum ante omnia nobis donari et nostrum fieri, nobis adesse, ac nobiscum coniungi 
oportet, ut ita ex ipso, in ipso et per ipsum impleamur in omnem plenitudinem Dei, 
Eph. 3. Non autem divina natura Christi medium est, per quod humana ipsius natura 
se nobis communicet, ut ipsi coniungamur, sed sicut veterum sententiis ostendimus, 
cum natura nostra a gratia, vita et salute, quae est in divina natura, per peccatum 
divisa et abalienata esset, ita ut nudam divinitatem, secum in iudicio divino agenteifi, 
non melius ferre posset, quam stipula ignem consumentem, Filius igitur Dei 
Mediator, naturam nobis excepto peccato cognatam et consubstantialem, hypostatica 
unione sibi copulavit, ut divinitas cum illa et per illam, qua Frater noster est, non 
tantum salutem nobis promereretur, verum etiam nobiscum ageret et divina 
salvationis beneficia nobis communicaret. Cumque fidei nostrae infirmitas onere 
carnis depressa in hac vita non possit secreta coelorum conscendere et perlustrare, 
Christus ipse ad nos venit, ecclesiae suae totus adest et tanquam caput membris suis 
in terra militantibus se coniungit, in illa, cum illa et per illam naturam, qua Frater 
noster, cognatus et consubstantialis nobis est, ut hoc modo ad communionem et 
consortium divinae naturae nos perducat. [Google] (Cap. XXX, p. 209.) Chemnitz 
describes the Reformed error as follows: Fingunt humanam in Christo naturam 
munere suo, propter quod assumpta fuerat, tunc prorsus defunctam fuisse, quando in 
cruce dixit: Consummatum est", ita ut nunc post exaltationem Filius Dei in regno suo 
assumptam suam humanitatem prorsus non adhibeat ad operationes illas salvationis 
exercendas, expediendas seu perficiendas, quas in officio tanquam Messias, Rex, 
Sacerdos ac Caput nostrum in ecclesia in credentibus nunc operatur. .. Hoc tantum 
ipsam [humanam naturam] in passione meruisse, ut iam divina natura per se sola in 
regno Christi omnia agat, non adhibita ad hoc assumpta natura, sed absque eius 
communione et cooperatione ecclesiae sola divinitas adsit, credentes iustificet, 
vivificet et reliqua salvationis beneficia praestet et impleat. Ita quidam propositionem 
Ephesini concilii, quod caro Christi vivificet, eludunt. Regarding the source of this 
error Chemnitz notes: Hae opiniones inde oriuntur, quod humana natura in Christo 
tantum in meris physicis terminis [after the natural height] consideratur, ad quae 
scilicet et in quantum essentiales seu naturales eius proprietates et facultates se 
extendunt. [Google] (L. c.) — Frank also points out (III, 284 ff.) emphatically the 
following to characterize the Lutheran confession: 
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nature. And it has always seemed to us somewhat doubtful whether also a 
Christian theologian is able, when he says: "I am with you all days until the 
end of the world", to imagine Christ outside his flesh present only according 
to his divine nature. 


The genus apotelesmaticum and the ancient church. “ 

The Reformed are also mistaken about the genus apotelesmaticum in 
terms of the historical facts, namely their conformity with the ancient 
Church, especially with the Council of Chalcedon. Both the Reformed 
Confessions and the individual Reformed teachers are, of course, very 
zealous in assuring their conformity with the early Church's teaching 
tradition. The second Helvetic Confession asserts the reverent acceptance 
(religiose recipimus) of the communication of the attributes 


“Tf we step back from the practical field of confession, here we must remember the 
special practical interest which faith, precisely in its evangelical-Christian form, has 
in the fact that every action of the Son of God with us is at the same time humanly 
mediated, God-human in the full sense of the word. Just as in the case of the genus 
apotelesmaticum, in its connection with the genus idiomaticum, we had to emphasize 
that, for the sake of the reality of redemption, every action of Christ in this regard did 
not take place without the participation of the divine nature, so it is no less important 
for faith that, where it is a matter of the exercise of power by the Redeemer after the 
completion of the work of redemption for the realization of the aims of that work, 
every action of Christ in this connection does not take place without the participation 
of human nature. For it would, our article says, as Christ's majesty would be deprived 
of such majesty after his humanity, thereby depriving Christians of their supreme 
consolation. ... Therefore, the participation of human nature in the acts of Christ's 
majesty is only the other side of the participation of the divine in the events and 
achievements of his obedience unto death; and is the interest of faith in the first 
sentence a direct one, and in the second no less the interest of the Evangelical faith, 
which speaks to Luther: "I have no God, neither in heaven nor on earth, I know of no 
one else but the flesh which is in the womb of the Virgin Mary. God without flesh is 
of no use." (Walch VI, 74; St. L. VI, 50.) Krauth says of the Reformed separation of 
Christ's humanity from the works of the royal office: "Cold speculation has taken our 
Lord out of the world He redeemed, and has made heaven, not His throne, but a great 
sepulcher, with a stone rolled against its portal.” (The Conservative Reformation, 
357.) 
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taken from Scripture and recited by the whole ancient Church. ®® Boehl also 
says: "We take with us Reformed Christians of the Confession of the Faith a 
position in the Council of Chalcedon and its symbol of the year 451.” 
Likewise, Hodge claims: "The Reformed Church is adhering to the doctrine 
as it had been settled in the Council of Chalcedon". ©” But this is an illusion. 
The Council of Chalcedon, as is well known, confesses in relation to the 
union of natures the " indivisible" and "unseparated" (Gdin1pétw@c, 
ayopiotacs). These adverbial determinations, however, also refer to the 
inseparability of the natures and their actiones and passiones, which 
Nestorius denied. Since, according to the Reformed doctrine, Christ's human 
nature is only given a localis et visibilis praesentia under all circumstances, 
and since divine nature is and acts in innumerable places where human 
nature cannot be or act because of its local praesentia, which does not extend 
beyond the height of the body, the Reformed doctrine presents itself as the 
exact opposite of the ddiaipétas and dywpiotws of the Council of 
Chalcedon. The Reformed do not accept Leo's letter to Flavian °'” either. As 
is well known, Leo says: Agit utraque forma [Nature] cum alterius 
communione quod proprium est. The Reformed only accept this axiomatic 
sentence: A git utraque forma quod proprium est [Both forms act in their own 
way]. The assumption of "cum alterius communione" is impossible for them 
because, according to their Christology, human nature cannot exist and act 
beyond its length without being destroyed, and therefore divine nature must 
be and act extra carnem beyond the local radius of human nature. The 
disagreement with the early Church also becomes apparent when we pay 
attention to what ancient teachers taught about the human nature of Christ's 
acting in the individual divine works. While Hodge believes that the human 
nature of Christ cannot become the organ for the divine attributes without 
destruction, Damascus (III, 17 [Trigl. 1143]) says: 

“The flesh of the Lord was enriched with divine operations 


"The flesh of the Lord has become rich in divine effects (tac Osiac 


608) Cap. XI: Communicationemidiomatum ex Scripturis petitam et ab 
universa vetustate in explicandis componendisque Scripturarum locis in speciem 
pugnantibus usurpatam religiose recipimus. 

609) Dogmatik, p. 332. 610) System Theol., I, 409. 

611) Mansi V, 1359 sqq. 
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on account of its complete personal union with the Word, in no way having 
suffered loss with respect to those things that are by nature its own.” °!”) 
While Hodge in reference to the divine omnipotence means: "The human 
nature of Christ is no more. . . almighty than the worker of a miracle is 
omnipotent", and places Christ's miracle-working according to his human 
nature on an equal footing with Peter's miracle-working, Cyril, on the other 
hand, insists that the way how the divine omnipotence works through Peter 
or Paul is to be distinguished from the way in which the omnipotence 
operates through the human nature of Christ, in which the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily dwells. He says: "Although, therefore, the nature of the 
flesh, inasmuch as it is flesh, cannot quicken, nevertheless it does this 
because it has received the entire operation of the Word. For the body not of 
Paul or of Peter or of others, but that of Life itself in which the fullness of 
the Godhead dwells bodily, can do this. Therefore, the flesh of all the others 
can do nothing, but only the flesh of Christ can quicken, because in it dwells 
the only-begotten Son of God". °!9) While Hodge asserts in relation to divine 
omniscience: "A soul which is omniscient ... is not a human soul. The Christ 
of the Bible and of the human heart is lost if this doctrine be true. . .; 
omniscience is not an attribute of which a creature can be made the 
organ",°!#) Damascenus, on the other hand, first of all says in general terms 
with reference to the relationship of instrumentality: “The flesh has 
communion with the operating divinity of the Word, because the divine 
operations are accomplished as through the organ of the body (exteAgioSat), 
and because He that works both in a divine and human fashion is one 
(Seixas TE Go Apa Kat dv8parivecs).” Then he continues with regard to 
participation in divine knowledge: “For it is necessary to know that His holy 
mind (vovuc) works also its natural operations, etc., shares in the working and 
managing and guiding divinity of the Word, understanding and knowing and 
managing everything [the entire universe] (t6 7aV VOOV Kal YIVACKOV KAI 
dtémov, not as the mere mind (wtA6c) of a man, but as personally united with 
God and being constituted the mind of God.” 


612) Catalogus; Miiller, p. 756 [Trigl. 1143, 161], 613) Catalogus, p. 749. 


[Trigl. 1133, 110] 
614) L..c., p. 416. 417. 
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as personally united with God and being constituted the mind of God (@¢ 
Yee Kat’ vrdotAOW NvOLévos Kar Geo Geob voc ypnuatioac).” >!) 
Furthermore, Damascenus says: "The soul ( yoy) of the Lord, although it 
was one that did not know what was to come, nevertheless, because it was 
personally united with God the Logos, it had the knowledge of all things 
(ndvtov THY yvaouv eixev), not by grace, but by personal union."*!® While 
Hodge, together with all Reformed theologians, declares: "Omnipresence is 
not an attribute of which a creature can be made the organ" Oecumenius 
(according to Theophylact), as is well known, remarks on Eph. 4:10: 

“For, indeed, He [Christ] long ago filled all things with His bare divinity; 
and having become incarnate (capkmOsic), that He might fill all things with 
His flesh (iva 16 névta pete mANpwon), He descended and ascended.” °!”) 
While Calvin places the miracle of Christ's coming through closed doors 
while the door was opened by God's omnipotence, because a true human 
body cannot enter through closed doors, °!® Augustine keeps the doors 
closed and says: "We see him [the human body of Christ] entering through 
closed doors. The assertion that this could not have happened because it was 
against the nature of a true body is declared by Augustine to be blasphemy 
(sacrilegum). °'® An unbiased historical research will always come to the 
conclusion that the Lutheran Church in its Christology has for itself the 
consensus of the ancient Church, while the Reformed Church is definitely 
moving in the Nestorian paths rejected by the ancient Church. 


615) Catalogus, p. 738. [Trigl. 1129; Catalog 98] De fide orthod. MII, 19. 

616) Catalogus, p. 756. [Trigl. 1139; Catalog 141] De fide orthod. Il, 22. 

617) Catalogus, p. 757 sq. [Trigl. 1145; Catalog 172] 618) Inst. IV, 17, 29. 

619) De agone christiano, cap. 24 (Opp. Basii. IIT, 548): Sacrilegum est credere 
Dominum nostrum, cum ipse sit veritas, in aliquo fuisse mentitum. Nec nos moveat 
quod clausis ostiis subito eum apparuisse discipulis scriptum est, ut propterea 
negemus illud fuisse corpus humanum, quia contra naturam huius corporis videmus 
illud per clausa ostia intrare. ... Si enim potuit [Christus] ante passionem clarificare 
illud sicut splendorem solis, quare non potuit et post passionem ad quantam vellet 
subtilitatem in temporis momento redigere, ut per clausa ostia posset intrare. 
[Google] (Cf. also the Sermones, 156-160, 1. c. X, 675 sqq.) 
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The different meanings of identical expressions in the genus 
apotelesmaticum. * 

In the above exposition of the genus apotelesmaticum, it has been 
repeatedly noted that Lutherans and Reformed use certain expressions in 
different ways. These include in particular the expressions "organ" and 
"official act" and, above all, again the expression "personal union". In order 
to clarify the situation and in the interest of understanding, we have put 
together what was said earlier under a special section. 

Also the Lutherans—not only from Chemnitz, but from Luther 
onwards—call Christ's human nature the organ or instrument in the 
performance of the official works—Luther: "hand-tool"®®—Godhead, 
because the Son of God has destroyed and still destroys the works of the 
devil in and through the assumed human nature. Lutherans, however, teach a 
specific—not merely gradual—difference between the organ relationship of 
Christ's human nature and the organ relationship of other human beings, 
through which God performs his divine works, for example, the divine work 
of conversion or rebirth,°*” the healing of the lame,®™” the raising of the 
dead,°*) etc. Lutherans justify this difference by referring to the fact that 
mere human beings, as performers of divine works, are instrumentum 
separatum, that is, instruments that are and remain outside the Person of the 
Son of God in the performance of divine works. The divine power by which 
the divine works are performed is not even communicative to the mere 
human instruments. The human nature of Christ, on the other hand, in the 
accomplishment of the divine works, in the destruction of the works of the 
devil, is not instrumentum separatum, but coniunctum, and indeed 
personaliter coniunctum, that is, an instrument belonging to the Person of 
the Son of God, in living, personal unity with the Son of God, and therefore 
also the divine power by communication (communicative). According to 
Reformed doctrine, the distinction between the organ relationship of the 
human nature of Christ and the organ relationship 


620) p. 222; Luther, St. L. XI, 283. 
621) 1 Cor. 4:15: "I [Paul] have begotten you"; Gal. 4:19. 
622) Acts 3:6, 623) Acts 9:40; 20:10; 1 King 17:21. 
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of merely human performers of divine works falls away. In this sense, Hodge 
said, "The human nature of Christ is no more omniscient or almighty than 
the worker of a miracle is omnipotent," and in this sense, Reformed teachers 
expressly declare that the miracles of Christ, as far as his human nature is 
concerned, are on a par with the miracles of the prophets and apostles. This 
difference with regard to the meaning of the word "organ" corresponds to the 
basic difference between Reformed and Lutherans. While the Reformed 
apply their axiom: Finitum non est capax infiniti also here in the genus 
apotelesmaticum, the Lutherans also in this genus, that is, in the performance 
of all official works, hold on to the truth witnessed in Scripture, that in 
Christ, however, finite humanity is capable of the infinite divinity, as the 
union into one “I” shows. Therefore, Lutherans call the human nature of 
Christ an organ capable of divine works and co-operating in the same 
(Spyavov siypynotov Kai Kat ovvepyév),°™ while the Reformed use the 
image that the divine power of the Son of God is active through his human 
nature, like water flowing through a pipe, or that the hem of Christ's garment 
was the organ of divine power by which the woman who was made bloody 
was healed. Therefore, in the way Reformed theology conceives the organ 
relation of Christ's human nature, it again becomes apparent that this 
theology exalts the uniqueness of the binding between God 


624) Quenstedt: Distinguendum inter instrumentum separatum et unitum, aepyov 
et ovvepyov. In operibus officii mediatorii natura humana Christi est quidem Adyov 
organon, sed non separatum, verum to Ady personaliter unitum, non agpyov, qualis 
fuit baculus Mosis, sed ovvepyov, scii. tale instrumentum, cui tov Adyov ceu causae 
principalis subsistentia et maiestas tributa est. [Google] (II, 299.). (II, 299.) Hollaz: 
Quando humana Christi natura actionum officii mediatorii organum vel 
instrumentum dicitur, eminentissima ratione [manner] id intelligendum est, ut vox 
instrumenti ab omni imperfectione defaecetur. Non enim est instrumentum 
separatum, uti fenestra est, quando sol pellucet, non exanime sicut securis aut 
malleus fabri, non avepyov, ut baculus Mosis, sed est instrumentum arctissime et 
personaliter unitum atque ovvepyov, it is organum vivum sicut membra corporis sunt 
viva organa animae per ea agentis; non est instrumentum brutum ut asina Bileami 
loquens, sed intelligens; non commune ut quilibet ecclesiae minister, sed 
singularissimum et sine pari example. [Google] (Examination; De pers. Christi, qu. 
63.) 


290 > The Doctrine of Christ [English ed. ~ 262-263] 


and man in Christ, that is, the unio personalis. Hodge does indeed think he is 
refuting the Lutherans when he writes: "They admit that for God to exercise 
His power, when Peter said to the lame man, 'Rise up and walk,’ was 
something entirely different from rendering Peter omnipotent. °>) This is 
true in relation to Peter. Peter, as "the worker of a miracle", did not become 
omnipotent, but the divine omnipotence acted through him as through a 
"channel", a "tube", etc. But Peter was not a God-man either, but was and 
remained a mere man in his miracle. In Peter, not as in the human nature of 
Christ, "all the fullness of the Godhead dwelt bodily", and of Peter, 
therefore, it is not said, as of Christ, "He manifested His glory, and His 
disciples believed on Him",®” but Peter expressly characterized himself as 
instrumentum separatum when he declared: "Why marvel ye at this? or why 
look ye so earnestly on us, as though by our own power or holiness we had 
made this man to walk?°”) Hollaz sets the matter out perfectly when he says: 
"Very great is the difference between the man Christ and the prophets and 
apostles, who also performed miracles and are called God's vessels and 
organs. For the Logos worked in the flesh as in his own temple, with the 
flesh as personally connected with it, through the flesh as a uniquely co- 
operating instrument, according to the flesh (secundum carnem) as a subject 
partaking of the divine majesty. Therefore, the flesh of Christ is called, in 
casu recto, "giving life", his hand omnipotent, his eye all-seeing, his blood 
cleansing from sin. In Paul, on the other hand, Christ acted in Paul as not 
personally but accidentally connected (in Paulo non personaliter, sed 
accidentaliter unito), not through Paul as a unique but universal instrument, 
let alone, according to Paul, as a subject participating in the divine 
omnipotence. Therefore, Paul's flesh must not be called animating, nor his 
hand omnipotent, nor his eye omniscient". °°) The Apology of the Book of 
Concord says of the different meanings that the Reformed and Lutherans 
associate with the term "organ": " They say that we do not properly declare 
the difference between the living Godhead and the assumed flesh of Christ, 
because the flesh of Christ is 


625) Syst. theol., U, 417.626) Joh. 2:11. 
627) Acts 3:12. 628) Examination; De pers. Christi, qu. 63. 
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only an organum of animation, but the Godhead of Christ is unica causa 
efficiens, the one main cause or source. Now we also say that the flesh of 
Christ is an organum. But we add that it is an organum sanctificatum, 
perfecte omnia habens [a sanctified organ, having all things perfectly], as 
Epiphanias speaks, and not such an instrument, as nothing feels or adds, like 
a water pipe, as our opposite blasphemes. °”) The Apology uses the strong 
term "blasphemy" because the Reformed view of the organ relationship of 
Christ's human nature abolishes the unio personalis. The Apology goes on to 
say about this point: "If the adversary's poem should stand, it would have to 
follow irrefutably that the assumed human nature in Jesus Christ, as far as 
the performance of miraculous works is concerned, would not be entitled to 
more than the staff of Moses or Peter and the other apostles, who in the name 
of Jesus Christ raised the dead and performed other miraculous signs, for 
which they used their voices and wills. Whichever one is abhorrent to hear. 
For this is nothing else, because the personal union of both natures in Christ 
in a good Nestorian way, denies and makes of Christ only a bad apostle or 
holy man.” ©° 

Lutherans and the Reformed also understand the term "official act" 
(anotéAeoud) in different senses. Lutherans understand it to mean joint 
action or work, so that every action is neither merely divine nor merely 
human, but God-human (actio Yeavopixn [theanthropic]). The Reformed, on 
the other hand, do not want the communion to refer to the action itself, but 
only to the result of the action. They do so in accordance with their 
fundamental error that the human nature of Christ is not capable of 
communion with the divine nature and with the actions (actiones or 
operationes) of the divine nature. Therefore, in the genus apotelesmaticum 
the Reformed theologians distinguish between actiones and opera. With 
regard to actiones they reject the communion; with regard to opera—opera 
being understood as facta externa or effectus (result) operis - they want to 
admit communion. Therefore Danaeus says against Chemnitz, as we have 
already 


629) p. 17 b. 
630) p. 7 b. Cf. Formula of Concord on this point, pp. 689 f., 67-70. 
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seen above: Utraque Christi natura in hoc communicationis genere id quod 
suum est agit, non convocata in suam propriam evepynoiv, neque ascita 
altera natura [rejection of the communion in the act itself, évépynyotc, actio], 
et tamen unum et idem cum altera effectum spectat et producit [Google 
[concession of the communion in relation to the result of the act]. 
Against this Reformed divorce of actio and opus it must be repeated that it is 
first of all against Scripture. Scripture teaches the communion precisely in 
relation to action (agere, actio, €vépynoic), when it takes divine action 
directly from the human nature of Christ, or, more precisely, when it says 
that divine action can be carried out through human nature, that is, uno actu, 
as in the Scriptural statements that the blood of the Son of God cleanses us 
from sin, or that the Son of God takes power from the devil by his death. °” 
Thus Scripture teaches not only a common result of the separate action of 
natures, but a common action of natures, or the action of the divine nature 
through the human. Then, the separation of actio and opus, or, which is the 
same thing, the assumption that the actiones of the divine and human natures 
have no communion among themselves (inter se),*) destroys the opus itself, 
the opus conceived as a result, because the value of the opus, conceived as a 
result, is based precisely on the fact that the actiones of natures are 
"interlocked" °” or actiones Seavdpikat, just as Scripture derives the value 
of the act of redemption from the acting together of God and humanity when 
it says that God has acquired the congregation through his own blood. ©? 
Without this union of actiones we would have the theory of acceptance or 
Calvin's "meritum hominis", which in itself has no value, but only acquires 
value through God's estimation. The military strategy of "separate marching 
and united striking" does not apply to the action of God and man in Christ, 
because in Christ it never concerns separate armies or even two persons 
(GAAoc Kat GAAOc), but always only one person. "United striking" takes place 


631) Exam. libri Chemnitii, p. 327; with Frank III, 369. 

632) 1 Joh. 1:7; Hebr. 2:14. 

633) Zanchi, De Filii Dei incarnatione, p. 404; with Frank III, 368. 
634) Luther on Joh. 14:16, St. L. VIII, 386. 635) Acts 20:28. 
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here insofar as and because "united marching" takes place here, that is, 
Christ's action for humanity has redemptive and saving value insofar as and 
because all actiones of the God-man are God-Man actiones. It is obvious 
that in the Reformed separation of the actiones of natures a mere thought 
operation takes the place of an objective fact. According to this, Christ's 
action would not actually be God-human, but would only be regarded as 
God-human. Thus also the opus, conceived as a result of the action, would 
not have a redeeming value in itself, but this redeeming value would only be 
added to it in God's thoughts. It is admittedly consistent with what we heard 
above from Danaeus that Christ's suffering is attributed to the Son of God 
only by means of a thought operation without any real communication 
(praedicatione dialectica sine ulla reali communicatione [dialectical 
preaching without any real communication]). °° Also the Apology of the 
Book of Concord already points to the erroneous Reformed distinction 
between actio and opus in the genus apotelesmaticum: "They" (the 
theologians of the Neustadt Admonition [Admonitio Neostadiensis]) "make a 
distinction and give for that the apotelesmata, effecta or official works are 
common to both natures, but the effects themselves, from which these 
official works arise or are performed, remain inherent to each nature and are 
not communicated. Now the Concilium Ephesinum [Council of Ephesus], on 
the other hand, writes on the words of Christ in John 6: ‘My flesh is meat 
indeed' not only the effecta, apotelesmata, or official works of both natures 
in common, as our opponents do, but needs clearly such words, in and with 
which to give life to the flesh or [the] adopted human nature of Christ an 
activitas, operatio or cooperatio, an effect, power or participation, to be 
ascribed, as he speaks: carnem Christi esse vivificam or vivificatricem, 
Christ's flesh be alive or quickening, which words cannot be understood 
other than by the power or co-operation to give life."°”) 

Frank also drew attention to this difference between Lutherans and the 
Reformed with regard to the genus apotelesmaticum. °®) He says: 
“If we keep to that agreement according to which the Reformed, no less than 
the authors of the Formula of Concord, confess that Christ is Mediator, 
Priest, King, 


636) p. 167, 637) p. 16b. 638) A. a. O. II, 258 f. 
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Head of his Church according to both natures at the same time, and if we 
also add that they describe in a very similar way as Chemnitz the 
participation of the divine nature in the suffering of the human, then it cannot 
be denied that differences are hidden in these identical expressions.” For 
Lutherans, the meaning is that "the special activity of one nature does not 
occur without participation in that of another". With the Reformed, on the 
other hand, the interest of this is that "the two radii of divine and human 
activity should run as separately as possible alongside one another and only 
meet at the extreme end, namely, at apotelesma [the result]. For the 
Reformed view it was important to distinguish the concept as a pure result, 
as a mere external fact, from the actions themselves, the result of which it 
is". But Frank's statement must be contradicted when he adds: "A clear 
discussion of all these points between the two denominations could not take 
place, if only because the differences have their roots essentially where there 
seemed to be full agreement, and therefore where the controversy was least 
directed: in the doctrine of the unity of the person.” °°” If anything, it is 
historically certain that the Formula of Concord and the Lutheran 
theologians, from Luther to Hollaz, saw the difference "in the doctrine of the 
unity of the person" and consistently demonstrated in the controversy that 
Reformed Christology, when it contrasted with Lutheran doctrine, abolished 
the unity of the person, the unio personalis. They prove: If the Reformed 
explicitly separate the Son of God from suffering (Zwingli) or associate him 
with suffering only through an operation of thought without real 
communication (Danaeus), nominetenus (Neustadt Admonition), then the 
unio personalis between God and man in Christ is thus abandoned. The 
Lutherans further prove: If, according to Reformed doctrine, the human 
nature of Christ is not capable of the divine attributes and actions (actiones) 
even when communicated (communicative), because finitum non est capax 
infiniti: according to the same principle, the human nature of Christ is not 
capable of the divine attributes and actions (actiones) even when 
communicated (communicative), because finitum non est capax infiniti: 
according to the same principle, human 


639) Theol. d. F. C. IT, 258 f. 
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nature is also incapable of the divine “I” of the Son of God, and thus the unio 
personalis is declared impossible. And when the Reformed teachers assert 
with great agreement that the Son, after his incarnation, is and works extra 
carnem, they eo ipso substitute in Christ the union of God with all believers 
and with all creatures for the unio personalis between God and man. The 
authors of the Formula of Concord and the Lutheran theologians have 
recognized and demonstrated so clearly that the difference between 
Lutherans and the Reformed lies in the teaching of the unio personalis. From 
the Formula of Concord, the following sentences, among others, belong 
here: “If the alloeosis is to stand, as Zwingli teaches it, then Christ will have 
to be two persons, one divine and one human, because Zwingli applies the 
passages concerning suffering to the human nature alone and divests them 
entirely from divinity. For if the works be parted and separated, the Person 
must also be divided, since all the works or sufferings are ascribed not to the 
natures, but to the Person” “® Furthermore: “And if you would point out a 
place where God is, and not the man, the Person would already be divided, 
because I could then say with truth: Here is God who is not man, and who 
never as yet has become man... . No, friend, wherever you place God, there 
you must also place with Him humanity; they do not allow themselves to be 
separated or divided from one another. There has been made [in Christ] one 
Person, and it [the Son of God] does not separate from itself the [assumed] 
humanity.” © And Luther says in reference to the genus apotelesmaticum: 
"So learn to grasp this article, that this Person be kept whole, and that works 
of both natures be combined, though the natures are distinct.” ©) Therefore, 
in order to clarify the differences between Lutherans and the Reformed, it 
must be said that they use not only expressions such as "organ" and "official 
acts", but above all the expression "personal union", unio personalis, in a 
completely different sense. 

The Lutherans understand by it a unio, by virtue of which the Person of the 
Son of God is everywhere in the human nature after the incarnation and also 
works everywhere in human nature—although in different ways before and 
after the exaltation. 


640) P. 683, § 43 [Trigl. 1029, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 43] 
641) P. 693, § 82. 83. [Trigl. 1045, F. C., Sol. Decl., VIII, 82 ff.] 
642) On Joh. 14:16, St. L. VII, 386. 
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The Reformed, on the other hand, if they are consistent, understand unio 
personalis a unio in which the Son of God is and acts even after the 
Incarnation as extra carnem as in carne. They think the unio personalis as 
unio of God with all creatures. Just as the Heidelberg Catechism teaches that 
the Son of God remains on earth in personal union with his human nature 
enclosed in heaven, because God is present in all creatures. 


Rejection of Eutychianism and Nestorianism by the genus 
apotelsmaticum. “ 

In a brief summary, and in order to reject both Eutychianism and 
Nestorianism, it must be said with regard to the genus apotelesmaticum: Just 
as in Christ the natures themselves are not transformed, but are and remain 
different (distinctae), so are and remain the actiones of the natures different 
(distinctae). This is expressed by the words: A git utraque forma (natura), 
quod sibi proprium est [“Each form acts according to its own nature”]. But 
just as the natures are not divorced (separatae), but personally connected 
(personaliter coniunctae), in the way that nav to mANpwpa Tic GEdtHTOSG 
dwells in human nature as in its body (ompanKws), so too the actiones of 
natures are never divorced (separatae), but always communal, that is, 
divine-human, Seavdpicai [theandric]. This is expressed by the addition: 
Every nature does what belongs to it cum communicatione alterius, in 
communion with the other. According to his divinity, Christ collaborates in 
all works that belong essentially or as proprium only to humanity, and 
according to his humanity he collaborates in all works that belong essentially 
or as proprium only to the divinity. In detail: 

Under the law Being, Suffering, and Dying come to Christ essentially or as 
proprium only xaté odpKa, not katé& Sedtya, but also according to the 
Godhead he is as certain in the obedience of the Law and in the suffering as 
the Scripture states these operations of the Son of God, *) and according to 
the Godhead he also works in the obedience of the Law and in the suffering, 
as certainly as the Scripture places the sufficing value of these operations 


643) Question 47.48. 644) Gal. 4:4; 1 Cor. 2:8. 
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not in the predestination or the mere estimation of God, but in the 
participation of the Son of God. ®°) Any more detailed explanation of how is 
to be dispensed with. On the other hand: omnipotence, omniscience, 
omnipresent works, in short, performing divine works, is essentially or as 
proprium due to Christ only after the Godhead. But also according to his 
human nature he is and works in all the works of the Godhead, because the 
Son of God came into the flesh precisely for the purpose of working all his 
divine works as Prophet, High Priest and King in the flesh and through the 
flesh, that is, in and through the human nature personally united with him. 
Here, too, every more detailed explanation of how is to be dispensed with, 
but the fact is to be recorded, because Scripture also quite explicitly states 
these divine works of Christ according to human nature. © The human 
nature of Christ has been elevated by its reception into the divine ego as well 
as into the divine sphere of being, so also into the divine sphere of action. 

In describing the genus apotelesmaticum, Lutheran teachers reject with 
all desirable clarity both Eutychianism and Nestorianism. Some more 
debates on this may follow here. Hollaz: In officio mediatorio divinae et 
humanae naturae in. Christo distinctae, sed non separatae sunt évépyeia, 
agendi vires et operationes. ... Quemadmodum duae Christi naturae, 
personaliter unitate, sunt et manent realiter distinctae, ita etiam agunt 
distincte, at non divise. [Google] (Examen; De pers. Christi, qu. 64.) To the 
words: Principium, quo expediuntur actiones officii sacerdotalis,, regii et 
prophetici, est utraque Christi natura, Hollaz adds with respect to the 
difference of action: Et quidem natura divina est principium original, cui 
infinita vis agendi formaliter [wesentlich] competit, natura autem humana 
est principium organicum respectu operationum divinarum, Vv. g. 
redemptionis, satisfactionis, salvationis etc.; agit enim tanquam 
instrumentum personaliter unitum ex virtute divina per unionem 
hypostaticam sibi communicata. At eadem Christi natura humana est 
principium formale respectu propriarum actionum et passionum, Vv. g. 
locutionis, 


645) Gal. 4:4-6; Rom. 5:10. 
646) 1 Joh. 1:7; Joh. 6:48 ff.; 5:27; Matt. 28:18-20; Eph. 1:20 ff. 
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effusionis sanguinis etc. [Google] (Examen; De pers. Christ, qu. 63.) — 
Gerhard says in defense against Nestorianism: Verissimum quidem est, in 
operibus officii utramque Christi naturam agere, quod cuique proprium est, 
sed eo non absolvitur integra definitio, verum addendum etiam illud, quod 
canon Concilii Chalcedonensis addit: cum communicatione alterius. 
[Google] (De pers. Christi, § 283.) Quenstedt writes in defence of the 
Eutychian mixing of actions: Aliud est naturam humanam operari divina per 
propriam evépyeiay, et aliud operari divina per unitum Verbum et 
communicatam divinam maiestatem; non prius, sed posterius asserimus. (II, 
299.) Etiamsi dicatur carnem etiam id agere, quod Aoyg proprium est, non 
sua naturali, sed communicata virtute: non confunduntur tamen évépyeiai, 
quia lenge alia ratione agit divina natura quam humana; illa independenter, 
haec vero nonnisi dependenter a doya. Non exerit virtutem illam ut sibi 
proprium idioma, sed ut communicatum a Ady. [Google] (II, 303.) Hollaz 
speaks of the communion which, in carrying out the ministries of Christ, is 
due to his human nature in the difference between the participation of God in 
the actions of all men: Non absolvitur concursu divino cum actione Christi 
hominis, quia Deus concurrit cum actionibus omnium hominum, qui 
secundum vires suas naturales agunt, neque tamen exinde resultat opus 
theandricum, sed requiritur etiam realis koiv@via naturarum in agendo, a 
qua est actio divino-humana, ut a gladio ignito est' ustio secans et sectio 
urens. [Google] (Examen; De pers. Christi, qu. 66.) J. B. Carpzov says in 
relation to the objection that a doubling of divine attributes and actions 
occurs when human nature participates in divine actions: Humana natura in 
Christo non tantum operatur humane et humanas actiones, sed et divinas, 
non quidem per vim propriam, sed communicatam, scii, divinitatis, cuius 
instrumentum ac edypyotov est humana natura, ut concurrant quidem duae 
naturae tanquam principium quo, sed tamen unam eandemque facultatem 
habeant, quam principale agens, divina natura scilicet habet ex se, humana 
natura vero per communicationem. [Google] (Isagoge in lib. Symbolicos, 
1675, p. 1514 sq.) Quenstedt summarizes the historical situation in this way: 
Totus patrum chorus, qui sistitur a Chemnitio lib. de duab. nat. c. 17, eo 
tendit unaque voce concinit, Christum non solum in carne et cum carne 
agere et operari, sed etiam per carnem, ita ut carni non tantum ministerium 
exter- 
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num tribuatur, sed etiam illa ipsa efficacia divina, quae Aoyw quidem 
originaliter, humanae naturae vero énopévac et consequenter ex unione 
personali xoivovia reali attribuatur. [Google] (II, 302. Cf. above the 
section: "The genus apotelesmaticum and the ancient church", p. 284 ff.) 


Summarizing assessment of Reformed Christology. * 

There has been much debate about whether or not the Reformed 
Christology, in so far as it contrasts with the Lutheran one, is touching the 
foundations of the Christian faith. Walch also dealt with this question in 
detail in his "History of Disputes with the Reformed". ©” It is to be said: To 
the extent that Reformed Christology, in order to combat Lutheran 
Christology, asserts the principle of Finitum non est capax infiniti [the finite 
is not capable of the infinite], it consequently excludes the Incarnation of the 
Son of God and Christ's merit and thus the whole foundation of Christianity. 
However, if it becomes inconsistent, that is, its tp@tov wevdoc, that the 
human nature of Christ is incapable of the divinity, that it is itself suspended, 
and that it teaches, in particular, to Socinianism the Incarnation of the Son of 
God and a merit of Christ of infinite value, it returns to Christian ground. 
This double side of Reformed Christology has already been pointed out 
repeatedly in the longer version above. For the sake of clarity, we are here 
reassembling what was said earlier. It is a superficial, 


647) Introductory remarks in d. Religionsstreitigkeiten auBerhalb d. luth. K. 
Dritter Teil, 1734, p. 298 ff. Reference is also made here to the most main older 
(Lutheran and Reformed) literature that deals with the question of the fundamental 
dissent between Lutheran and Reformed Christology. Also included here are the 
writings that Walch cites in his Bibliotheca Theologica I, 486-527, under the title 
Scripta irenica, with the further explanation: Sunt ista [scripta] eo consilio 
composita, ut auctores concordiam ecclesiasticam inter Lutheranos et Reformatos 
restituendam partim suaderent, partim vero dissuaderent. The index includes the 
writings of the 16th, 17th and 18th centuries, except for Walch's time. From Nikolaus 
Hunnius' Diascepsis theologica de fundamentali dissensu etc. Walch judges: Merito 
magnam comparavit sibi existimationem, quia neque antea, neque postea ullus tam 
solide atque accurate ac Hunnius monstravit, dissensum inter nos ac Reformatos 
esse, fundamentalem. This judgement must be limited to the fact that we have the 
best fundamental debate in principle with the Reformed Church in the writings of the 
sixteenth century, namely in the writings of Luther and Chemnitz and in the apology 
of the Book of Concord. 
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unobjective view that has been expressed by a part of the Reformed 
theologians and also by some later Lutheran theologians ®) that the 
Christological dispute between Lutherans and Reformed is basically only a 
dispute of words. A proper discussion of Reformed Christology must include 
two things. First of all, it is necessary to point out where the Reformed 
Christology, by using rationalist axioms, is fixing an unbridgeable gulf 
between itself and Christian doctrine. Secondly, it is necessary to point out 
the points at which it itself re-establishes the connection with Christian 
doctrine. This way alone also serves an honest understanding with the 


Reformed Christology breaks off the connection with Christian doctrine 
on principle wherever it fights the communion of natures (reales naturarum 
communionem), the communication of divine attributes to human nature 
(genus maiestaticum) and the communication of divine actions (actiones) to 
human nature (genus apotelesmaticum) on the principle that the human 
nature of Christ is not capable of communion with the infinite divine nature 
and of communicating divine attributes and actions because of its finiteness. 
The reason why there is a fundamental break with Christian doctrine here is 
this: since the divine Person of the Son of God is no less infinite than his 
divine nature and his divine attributes and actions, the Reformed argument 
also declares impossible the communion of the Person of the Son of God 
with human nature, that is, the incarnation of the Son of God, the unio 
personalis of God and man. This is the consequence of their erroneous 
argument that the Reformed theologians themselves draw when they assert 
that the Son of God, even after his incarnation, is no less extra carnem than 
in carne, thus translating the unique binding of God and man in Christ (unio 
personalis) into the binding of God with all believers (unio 


648) For example, the Tiibingen chancellor Pfaff; cf. Walch loc. cit. p. 300 f. 
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mystica) and into the binding of God with all creatures (unio cum omnibus 
creaturis). From this revelation of the unio personalis Calvin also draws the 
consequence with regard to the merit of Christ, when he occasionally fails to 
mention that Christ's merit as the merit of a human being cannot in itself 
satisfy divine judgment), who wish to keep intact the divinity of Christ by 
giving the suffering and death of human nature to the Son of God only 
nominally and by means of an operation of thought (nominetenus, 
praedicatione dialectica absque ulla reali communicatione ©” thus 
nullifying the intrinsic value of the merit of Christ. Boehl also conceals the 
factual dissent between Lutheran and Reformed Christology when he claims 
that Reformed theology adopts the genus idiomaticum and apotelesmaticum 
and rejects only the genus maiestaticum. ©" Rather, when the Reformed 
theologians use their fundamental theorem that the finite is not capable of 
infinity (the incapacity of human nature for divinity), they also reject the 
genus idiomaticum and apotelesmaticum: the genus idiomaticum, in so far as 
they wish to confer on the Son of God the suffering and death of human 
nature only nominally and by means of an operation of thought; the genus 
apotelesmaticum, in so far as they exclude the human nature of Christ from 
all official works which require omnipotence, omniscience and 
omnipresence, on the grounds that the human nature of Christ is not capable 
of divine attributes and works. No one can deny the genus maiestaticum 
without consequently also abolishing the genus apotelesmaticum. This is 
Reformed Christology, provided that it applies its principle that the human 
nature of Christ is incapable of divine attributes and works. In so far as it 
does so, it adopts a standpoint outside the Christian religion. 

But a factual presentation includes the recognition of the fact that the 
Reformed theologians, especially in the face of Socinianism or Unitarianism, 
teach both the Incarnation of the Son of God and a merit of Christ of infinite 
value. This is admittedly inconsistent, but a fact to be acknowledged with 


joy. 


649) p. 153 f., mark 312. 650) p. 167, 651) Dogmatik, p. 344. 
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The Heidelberg Catechism confesses that the Eternal Son of God, through 
the action of the Holy Spirit, took a true human nature from the Virgin Mary 
and in his suffering and dying bore the sin of the whole human race, so that 
with his suffering, as the 'one expiatory sacrifice, not far from body and soul, 
he might redeem us from eternal damnation and grant us God's grace, justice 
and eternal life. ©?) And the same Admonitio Neostadiensis which, on the 
one hand, claims that there can be no real communion between the divine 
and human nature in Christ, on the other hand actually admits this 
communion when it says that the divine nature has given such value to the 
suffering of human nature "that it is a sufficient ransom for the sins of the 
whole world". °*) The conferring of value presupposes not merely nominal 
but real communion of natures. To the extent that Reformed Christology 
forgets its principle: Finitum non est capax infiniti in happy inconsistency 
and teaches both the Incarnation of the Son of God and satisfactio vicaria, it 
is going back to Christian territory. 

Thus a characteristic feature of Reformed Christology is self- 
contradiction. In old and new times ° has rightly been reproached to the 
Reformed theologians: Whoever admits the personal unity of God and man 
in Christ or, which is the same thing, the communication of the divine 
personality to the human nature of Christ, has thereby lost the right to speak 
even a word against the communication of the divine characteristics and 
works. And all the terrible things which the Reformed theologians say to the 
Lutherans as necessary following from the communication of divine 
attributes and works (destruction of human nature, transformation of the 
whole earthly life of Christ into a mere appearance, etc.)—all these terrible 
things strike the Reformed likewise when they strike, as long as they still 
hold on to the unio personalis, that is, to the communication of the divine 
Person of the Son of God to human nature. ©) From their point of view, the 
Unitarians have also pointed to the Reformed self-contradiction. 


652) Questions 35 and 37. 
653) Cf. the version above, p. 145 f. 


654) p. 137 f.; 172 f., 60 (note 22). 655) p. 173. 
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The unfortunate Adam Neuser was very much resented for owing his 
Unitarianism to the Reformed training and for accusing his former co- 
religionists of cutting off other people's heads because of doctrines they 
themselves were leading. °° But Neuser is factually absolutely right. If the 
Reformed axiom: Finitum non est capax infiniti [the finite is not capable of 
the infinite] is to apply in Christology, then the Incarnation of the Son of 
God is impossible, and if the communication of the divine omnipotence, 
omniscience etc. that happened in time is not to refer to Christ according to 
the human nature but to Christ according to divine nature, then Christ is not 
the eternal Son of God according to his "divinity" but an "Arian creature”. 
657) 

To blame for this misery of self-contradiction is the unfortunate fact that 
the Reformed theologians want to make an unholy marriage in their 
Christology. They want to combine two things that are incessantly in conflict 
with each other and cancel each other out. For they want to connect the 
human thought that cancels out this truth with the truth revealed in the 
Scriptures that the Son of God became man in order to destroy in and 
through human nature the works of the devil, that a human nature of the Son 
of God is not capable in his divine nature, his divine attributes and works 
(actiones). This human thought, which has no right to exist in Christian 
theology, but is introduced into it as a foreign body, is the cause of all further 
Reformed Christological misery. It is the cause of the contradiction against 
Scripture. If we pay attention to the reason why Reformed Christology 
reinterprets the scriptural statements which ascribe to Christ divine attributes 
and works communicated to him according to human nature, the last and real 
reason is always the human idea that human nature is not capable of this 
communication without being transformed or destroyed into the Godhead. 
This 


656) Si quis argumentis ipsorum (of the Reformed) utitur et reipsa fit Arianus, 
aperte et in specie docens hoc, quod ipsi in genere, capite plectitur. [If one uses their 
arguments (of the Reformed) and actually becomes an Arian, teaching openly and 
specifically what they themselves in general, are bent on the head.] (Apology of the 
Book of Concord, p. 45 b.) Indeed, the Unitarian Sylvanus was executed at 
Heidelberg on December 23, 1572 by Elector Frederick III of the Palatinate, over 
Neuser RE.2 IV, 692; XVI, 242; RE.1 I, 663; XVI, 758. 

657) p. 173 f. 
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idea of man is also the cause of all the unjust polemics against the Lutheran 
church. If we pay attention to the reason why the Reformed theologians, 
from Zwingli and Calvin up to the present day, accuse the Lutheran Church 
of Eutychianism, that is, of the transformation of humanity into the Godhead, 
because of the doctrine of communicating divine attributes and works to 
human nature, the human thought of the inability of Christ's human nature 
for divine attributes and actions always appears on the scene as the final and 
real reason: Communicatio idiomatum Deitatis cum humanitate cum natura 
humana pugnat, corporis humani non alia quam visibilis, localis, 
circumscriptiva praesentia est [Google]; human nature cannot be made the 
organ of divine attributes, etc. The attempt to record this idea of man and to 
let it appear as church doctrine becomes for the Reformed theologians also 
the cause for the historically untrue assertion that the Reformed Christology 
has the consensus of the old church, particularly of Chalcedon, for itself. ©® 

If the Reformed Church wants to get rid of the misery of self- 
contradiction and the rest of the Christological misery, it can only do so by 
eliminating the rationalist principle: Finitum non est capax infiniti as an 
invaded foreign body from her body. It must come to the biblical point of 
view regarding the capacity of Christ's human nature, which the Formula of 
Concord confesses with the classical words which we are reiterating: "The 
best, surest and surest way in this dispute is this, that is, what Christ has 
received by personal union, glorification or exaltation, according to his 
assumed human nature, and what his assumed human nature is capable of, by 
way of (praeter et supra) the natural attributes, without the same eradication, 
so that no one can know this better and more thoroughly than the Lord Christ 
himself, but he has revealed it in his Word, as much as we need to know of it 
in this life. What we now have clear and certain testimonies of in this case in 
the Scriptures, we are to believe and in no way dispute, as if human nature in 
Christ could not be capable of it."®” 


658) p. 284 ff. 659) Miiller, p. 685, § 53 [Zrig. 1033, F. C., Solid Decl. VIL, § 


53]. 
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There may be room here for a few remarks about more recent Reformed 
theologians whose writings are widespread in our midst. Shedd points out 
very forcefully that in Christian theology only the scriptural principle can be 
valid. He rightly says that Christian dogmatics and so-called "biblical" 
theology must have the same content. °° But he makes the remark that 
among all theologians Calvin in particular succeeded in keeping his 
dogmatics free of human thoughts. He says: "The systematic theology of 
Calvin's Institutes is exclusively Biblical in its constituent elements and 
substance. Calvin borrows hardly anything from human philosophy, Science, 
or literature. His appeal is made continually to the Scriptures alone. No 
theologian was ever less influenced by a school of philosophy, or by human 
Science and literature, than the Genevan reformer." 


. His doctrine of the grace of God (De gratia Dei), 
especially the determination of how many people the grace extends to,%™ is 
completely dominated by the human idea that the extension of the divine will 
of grace is not to be judged according to the statements of Scripture, but 
according to the experience or result (experientia, effectus). It is from this 
human thought that Calvin reinterprets all Scriptural statements that are 
based on the general will of grace (gratia universalis), and he fights as fools 
all those who teach a general will of grace. 

, it, like that of his comrades, is under the dominion 
of the human decree of the inability of human nature for divinity. He calls it 
an ignorance (inscitia) if one allows the humanity of Christ to be united 
everywhere with his divinity. In particular, he urges the special decree that 
only a visible and local presence can be given to the human nature of Christ. 
663) From this human thought he interprets the closed doors 


660) Dogmatic Theol I, 11. 661) L.c.,p.12. 662) p. 27. 

663) Inst. IV, 17, 30. 29: Garriunt [the Lutherans] de invisibili praesentia. — 
Haec est propria corporis veritas, ut spatio contineatur, ut suis dimensionibus 
constet. [They [the Lutherans] talk about the invisible presence. — This is the proper 
truth of the body, that it may be contained in space, that it may be consistent with its 
dimensions. | 
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(Joh. 20) into open ones, and he relocates the miracle of Christ's 
disappearance (Luk 24) only into the eyes of the disciples. From here he also 
fights the Lutherans as Eutychians and as people who are worse than the 
Papists. ° 

It is a pity that also important newer Reformed dogmatists such as 
Hodge, Shedd and Boehl, who in many respects excellently oppose modern 
liberalism, reproduce in Christology the old Reformed doctrine in its self- 
contradiction and in its contradiction to Scripture, and in doing so also 
succumb to the temptation to misrepresent Lutheran doctrine in terms of 
content and history in the polemic against the Lutherans. Hodge’s 
Christology has already been referred to many times in the above statement, 
because his dogmatics and his commentaries are also spread in distant 
circles. Hodge—as we have seen—strongly supports the Old Reformed 
viewpoint and also strongly opposes the Lutheran doctrine on the principle 
that the human nature of Christ is incapable of the attributes and works of his 
deity. We draw attention only to the fact that Hodge's historical accounts of 
Lutheran Christology are highly unreliable. Dr. Krauth already had the same 
to blame on Dr. Shedd. Krauth used these apparently harsh but factually 
justified words to Shedd: "We cannot refrain from expressing our 
amazement that the writer of a History of Christian Doctrine © should give 
such a definition of so familiar a term" (the expression communicatio 
idiomatum, which Shedd had defined as "the presence of the divine nature of 
Christ in the sacramental elements"). "We are forced almost to the 
conclusion—and it is the mildest one we can make for Dr. Shedd—that he 
has ventured to give a statement of the doctrine of our Formula" (the 
Formula of Concord is meant) "without having read it with sufficient care to 
form a correct judgment as to the meaning of its most 


664) Inst. IV, 17, 30: Non loquor de papistis, quorum tolerabilior vel saltem 
magis verecunda est doctrina. Sed quosdam [the Lutherans are meant] ita abripit 
contentio, ut dicant propter unitas in Christo naturas, ubicunque est divinitas Christi, 
illic quoque esse carnem, quae ab illa separari nequit. [Google 

665) Shedd, A History of Christian Doctrine. First edition, New York and 
Edinburgh, 1865 (two volumes). 
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important terms." "Dr. Shedd... in general seems to stumble from the 
moment he gets on German ground. °° Dr. Hodge is no happier in his 
historical remarks about Lutheran Christology. We have already recalled,” 
that Hodge places Martin Chemnitz among the theologians who teach “that 
human nature is not capable of divinity.” Hodge believes that there is a 
hopeless disagreement among Lutheran theologians. He says, "It would 
require a volume to give the details of the controversies between the 
different schools of the Lutheran divines." °° In order to state this assumed 
disagreement, he writes among other things: "No less diversity appears in the 
answer to the question, What is meant by the communication of natures? 
Sometimes it is said to be a communication of the essence of God to the 
human nature of Christ; sometimes, a communication of divine attributes; 
and sometimes it is said to mean nothing more than that the human is made 
the organ of the divine.” °°) The fact is that all Lutheran theologians teach 
and confess all three points. All teach that God's nature is communicated to 
Christ's human nature, because Scripture teaches that in Christ's human 
nature the fullness of the Godhead dwells as in his body, and the Son of God 
became man not exclusively but inclusive of his divine nature. ° The 
assertion of Reformed theologians,®”” that the Son of God became man 
minus his divine nature, the Lutherans call what it is, namely a denial of the 
statements of Scripture. Likewise, all Lutheran theologians teach the 
communication of the divine attributes to human nature, because according 
to the Scriptures Christ in time, that is, according to human nature, not only 
great natural gifts (dona finita) are given, but also supernatural, truly divine 
gifts (dona vere divina et infinita). If the Reformed theologians, for example, 
want the expression Matt. 28:18: ma0a e€ovoia ev ovpave Kai ém1 yr\c¢ to 
denote only a limited power, the Lutheran theologians call it a reversal of the 
words of the Scriptures. And if other Reformed theologians want to refer the 
words to Christ according to His divine nature, the Lutheran theologians 
prove that this denies Christ's eternal 


666) The Conservative Reformation, p. 351 sqq. 667) p. 215. 
668) Systematic Theol., 1,413. 669) L.c., p. 411. 
670) Col. 2:9; Joh. 1:14. 671) p. 135. 
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deity, and that the Son of God is transformed into an Arian creature, because 
the scriptural passage speaks of an omnipotence that was only given to 
Christ in time. Finally, all Lutheran theologians, including Luther, teach that 
the communication of the divine attributes to human nature has only the 
meaning that human nature has been made the organ of divine nature. The 
Lutheran theologians only presuppose that Christ's human nature is an organ 
of divinity in a different and higher way than, for example, Peter's human 
nature, if God performed works of omnipotence through this. They grasp the 
human nature of Christ as an organ belonging to the Person of the Son of 
God (instrumentum personaliter coniunctum, evypnotov, cooperans), and 
they call it a doctrine abolishing the Incarnation of the Son of God, when 
Reformed theologians assert that Christ, according to his human nature, does 
not work divine works differently from human miracle-workers. Thus it is 
clear that the disagreement which Hodge attributes to Lutheran theologians 
in the three points mentioned above belongs only to the realm of fiction. We 
recall our longer explanation (pp. 216 f.) that neither the Lutherans among 
themselves nor the Reformed among themselves can be in substantial 
disagreement as long as on the one hand the Lutherans teach: Finitum in 
Christo capax est infiniti, the human nature of Christ is capable of divinity, 
neque caro extra A0yov, neque Adyoc extra carnem etc., and as long as, on 
the other hand, the Reformed hold to their Christology: Finitum non est 
capax infiniti, the human nature of Christ is not capable of divinity, cannot 
be made the organ of divinity and of divine attributes, corporis Christi non 
alia quam visibilis et localis praesentia est. The objections with which 
Hodge fights Lutheran doctrine under the title "Remarks on the Lutheran 
Doctrine"®™ are also all outside the realm of truth. Only the first objection 
should be mentioned. Hodge has no hesitation in saying: "The first objection 
is that the Lutheran doctrine is an attempt to explain the mystery" and he 
puts this more precisely: "Not content with admitting the fact that two 
natures are united in the one person of Christ, the Lutheran theologians insist 
on explaining the fact.” The exact opposite is historically true. The Lutheran 
teaching that the human 


672) L.c., p. 413-418. 
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nature, through its personal union with the Son of God, has not merely 
nominal but real communion with the divine nature and its attributes and 
works is not a doctrinal statement that Lutheran theologians add to the unio 
personalis from within themselves or deduce from the unio personalis by 
reason, but it is a doctrine that is expressed in Scripture. On the other hand, 
the Reformed denial of the communio naturarum and of the communication 
of divine attributes and works to human nature is a direct negation of the 
statements of Scripture and a rationalistic explanation of the unio personalis, 
as Scripture itself describes the unio personalis. D. Hodges' objections to 
Lutheran Christology can only be inaccurate because they are based on the 
human idea of the incapacity of human nature for divinity. But also with 
regard to Hodge, the pleasing fact that he himself withdraws all his 
objections to Lutheran Christology when he turns to the expressions Dei 
mors. in the section "The Intrinsic Worth of Christ's Satisfaction" °): Dei 
sanguis, Dei passio, and sees in what these expressions say the infinite value 
of Christ's merit, just as Admonitio Neostadiensis allows the suffering of 
human nature to be imparted infinite value by divine nature. Thus the 
communion of natures and their works is recognized. 


. If it becomes inconsistent and teaches, against the 
adopted principle, the hypostatic unity and the intrinsic infinite value of the 
Passion of Christ, it is Christian. 


II. The Doctrine of the States of Christ. * 
(De statibus exinanitionis et exaltationis.) 

The Scriptures of both the Old and New Testaments present Christ in a 
dual state. First in a state of humiliation, which includes a thirty-three year 
life on earth in human development and human humiliation and finally even 
death on the cross and the grave, then in 


673) Systematic Theol., I, 482 ff. 
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a state of exaltation that follows the humiliation and cancels the humiliation, 
which includes not only the resurrection from death, but also the 
enthronement to world dominion and the appointment as Head of the 
Church, as well as the visible return in divine glory to the Last Judgmen 

What these two states are, more precisely, what humiliation and 
exaltation consist of—humiliation in partial non-use, exaltation in full use of 
the divine glory according to human nature—had always to be explained in 
the description of the unio personalis. It is simply impossible to describe the 
unio personalis of God and man and to stand firm against the multiform 
error without continuing to take into account the humiliation and exaltation 
of Christ, because both the state of humiliation and the state of exaltation 
argue against the scriptural teaching of the unio personalis. What Scripture 
reports about the humiliation of Christ, for example, his increasing wisdom, 
his ignorance of the Last Day, his request to pass the cup and complete his 
death, should not fit in with the divinity of Christ, at least not with the 
communication of divine attributes and works to the human nature. °) And 
what Scripture tells us about the exaltation of Christ, especially his elevation 
to the throne of world dominion and his presence in the Church even 
according to the human nature, should by no means be compatible with the 
true humanity of Christ. °® All these objections had already to be discussed 
in the previous one. If here follows a special section on the states of Christ, it 
can only be a matter of recapitulating what was said earlier under the terms 
"humiliation" and "exaltation" for the sake of clarity. As for the seemingly 
tiresome repetition of the same things from different points of view, we can 
take comfort with Chemnitz in 


t 674) 


674) Isaiah 53:2-12; Ps. 8:6-10; Ps. 110 etc. Interpretation of the Old Testament 
passages in the New Testament by Christ himself Luke 24:26: &5e1 2a0eiv tov 
Xptotov kai siceAOetv sic tiv 66Eav avdtod. Paul in Phil. 2:6-11: savtov exév@oev 
Loperyy SobAov AaBov KTA. - 516 Ka 0 Sedc avTOV VIEPVYaOEV 

675) Unitarians, Reformed. Of the newer ones Boehl and Hodge. 

676) Reformed, newer Unitarians. 
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his writing consoles de duabus naturis. °’” A number of details which have 
not yet been discussed are presented in the section "The individual parts of 
Humiliation and Exaltation". 

1. The nature and concept of the humiliation and exaltation of Christ * 

About the nature and concept of humiliation and exaltation the 
following is repeated and compiled here: Since the incarnation of God 
consists in the fact that the Son of God entered into his human nature without 
any reduction of his divine I or his divine attributes, that is, in the entire 
fullness of divinity,°’® Christ was also according to his human nature from 
the first moment of the unio personalis on and during his whole life on earth 
in possession of the 66€a Sov. This was set forth under the genus 
maiestaticum both in general and in relation to the individual divine 
attributes, in particular also in relation to omnipotence, omniscience and 
omnipresence. Therefore, the humiliation of Christ consists in the fact that 
Christ renounced during his earthly life the use of the divine glory 
communicated to his human nature, as far as this renunciation was required 
by his redeeming ministry, namely the ministry that he—in accordance with 
the divine method of redemption—should be under the Law in place of men 
(yevOpévoc 026 vOpov) and suffer and die in place of men (yev6 Lévoc vttep 
NLov Katépaa). 

This, as is well known, is the Lutheran doctrine of humiliation. The 
Formula of Concord says: “This majesty He had immediately at His 
conception, even in His mother's womb, but, as the apostle testifies [Phil. 
2:7], laid it aside (seipsum exinanivit); and, as Dr. Luther explains, He kept it 
concealed in the state of His humiliation, and did not employ it always, but 
only when He wished (usurpavit).” °° 


677) We know of no writing in which one and the same Christological truths are 
repeated as often as the aforementioned writing of Chemnitz. The repetitions are in 
the nature of things. All Christological heresies are set up in opposition to a few basic 
Christian truths, especially in opposition to the unio personalis. Thus, Chemnitz is 
induced to put the same basic truths on the table again and again when discussing the 
numerous errors. 

678) Rejection of the genus tapeinoticon. 679) Gal. 4:4-5; 3:13. 

680) Miiller, p. 680, § 26. [Trigl. 1023, Sol. Decl., VIII, 26] 
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The same thoughts are also expressed in the following words, but with a 
strong emphasis on the fact that through self-emptying according to the 
humanity the true human development of Christ was assured: “This [divine] 
majesty He [Christ] always had according to the personal union, and yet He 
abstained from it in the state of His humiliation, and on this account” (qua de 
causa, namely because of the expression) “truly increased in all wisdom and 
favor with God and men; therefore He exercised (exercuit, exercised, used) 
this majesty, not always, but when [as often as] it pleased Him, until after 
His resurrection He entirely laid aside the form of a servant, but not the 
[human] nature, and was established in the full use, manifestation, and 
declaration of the divine majesty (in plenarium usurpationem, 
manifestationem et declarationem divinae maiestatis collocaretur).” ®") The 
doctrine of exaltation is so closely connected with the doctrine of 
humiliation that the former is always given with the latter, and the nature of 
humiliation cannot be described without also speaking of exaltation, as is 
evident from the words of the Formula of Concord. If humiliation consists in 
the partial non-use of divine majesty according to the human nature, 
exaltation consists in the full use of divine majesty according to human 
nature. Of exaltation in particular, the Formula of Concord says: “Hence we 
believe, teach, and confess that the Son of Man is realiter, that is, in deed 
and truth, exalted according to His human nature to the right hand of the 
almighty majesty and power of God, °”) because He [that man] was assumed 
into God when He was conceived of the Holy Ghost in His mother's womb, 
and His human nature was personally united [fuerit unita] with the Son of 
the Highest.” °°) Furthermore, it says in more detail, with a comparison of 
the states: 

“We therefore hold and teach ... because the entire fullness of the divinity 
dwells in Christ, not as in other holy men or angels, but bodily, as in its own 
body, so that it shines forth 


681) Miiller, p. 546, § 16. [Zrig/. 821, Epit., VII, 16] 

682) Contrast against the dona creata and finitae qualitates of the Reformed. 
Miiller, p. 685, § 52. [Trigl. 1033, Sol. Decl., VIL, 52] 

683) Miiller, p. 546, § 15. [Zrigl. 821, Epit. VIL, 15] 


313 > Nature and concept of humiliation and exaltation. [English ed. ~ 
282] 


with all its majesty, power, glory, and efficacy in the assumed human nature, 
voluntarily, when and as He wills, and in, with, and through the same 
manifests, exercises, and executes (exerceat, operetur et perficiat) His divine 
power, glory, and efficacy, as the soul does in the body and fire in glowing 
iron. This was concealed and withheld (for the greater part, maiori ex parte) 
at the time of the humiliation; but now, after the form of a servant (or 
exinanition) has been laid aside, it is fully, powerfully, and publicly 
exercised before all saints, in heaven and on earth” (In translation: Haec 
autem naturae humanae maiestas in statu humiliationis maiori ex parte 
occultata et quasi dissimulata fuit. At nunc post depositam servi formam [seu 
exinanitionem] maiestas Christi plene et efficacissime atque manifeste 


coram omnibus in coelo et in terris sese exserit. [Google]) ®* “And thus 
[Christ] entered into His glory [Phil. 2:9 ff.], so that now, not only as God, 
but also as man, He knows all things, can do all things, is present with all 
creatures, and has under His feet and in His hands everything that is in 
heaven and on earth, and under the earth, as He Himself testifies Matt. 
28:18, Eph. 4:10”. 8°) 


If we want to summarize, the doctrine of the Formula of Concord of 
humiliation and exaltation contains the following points: 1) Humiliation and 
exaltation refer to Christ according to the human nature. The relationship to 
Christ according to the divine nature is a "blasphemous reversal”. °° 2. 
Christ, 


684) Miiller, p. 688, § 64. 65 [Trigl. 1037, Sol. Decl., VIII, 64-65] 
685) Miller, p. 547, § 16. [Trig/. 821, Epit. VII, 16] 
686) Miller, p. 550, § 39. [Trigl. 827, Epit. VII, 39] 
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according to human nature, is in possession of the divine majesty from 
conception propter unionem personalem. 3. The exinanition or deprivation 
consists in the fact that Christ did not merely apparently, but really 
renounced the use of divine majesty. As a result of this renunciation, Christ 
has developed in a truly human way. Non-use and "concealment" of divine 
majesty are synonymous. 4. Non-use is not renunciation of all use. The full 
weight of His deity, for example, which was attached to His death, made it 
infinitely meritorious. °” 5. Exinanition differs from exaltation in that the 
divine majesty in the state of exinanition is only limited, and officially 
limited, while in the state of exaltation it is used, effective or revealed 
completely in and through the human nature (exercere, sese exserere, 
operari, lucere). 

These main points of the doctrine of the estates also express the 
definitions of Lutheran dogmatists. Baier says: "The exinanition of Christ 
refers to his human nature and consists in the fact that Christ temporarily 
abdicated the full use of the divine glory which human nature received in 
Personal Union through communication". °® Baier describes the exaltation 
as follows: "The state of exaltation is that in which Christ, according to the 
human nature, after discarding the weaknesses of the flesh, accepted and 
exercised the full use of divine majesty. °° Regarding the difference in 
status, Hollaz says: "Christ did not always exercise the divine majesty 
communicated to his flesh in the same way, but from conception to death 
and burial he withdrew and inhibited its full use (retraxit et inhibuit); but 
after the quickening, resurrection, ascension and elevation to the right hand 
of God, he made full use of it."©° 


687) Miiller, p. 679, § 25. [Trigl. 1023, 25; FC SD VII, 25] 

688) Compendium, ed. Walther, III, 76: Pertinet exinanitio Christi ad humanam 
eius naturam atque in eo consistit, quod Christus maiestatis divinae, quam in unione 
personali humana natura communicatam accepit, usu plenario aliquamdiu se 
abdicavit. [Google 

689) Compendium III, 89: Exaltationis status est, quo Christus secundum 
humanam naturam, depositis infirmitatibus carnis, plenarium divinae maiestatis 
usum suscepit et exseruit. [Google] 

690) Examina, De statu exin., qu. 110 Christus communicatam cami suae 
maiestatem divinam non semper eodem modo exeruit, sed a concep— 
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As far as the Reformed and Roman Catholic doctrine of the states is 
concerned: It must be said that since, according to Scripture, humiliation 
consists in the partial non-use, and exaltation in the full use of the divine 
majesty communicated to the human nature of Christ, but since the 
Reformed and Roman theologians declare the communication of the divine 
majesty to human nature to be impossible by virtue of their axiom: "Finiitum 
non est capax infiniti" [the human nature is incapable of the divine majesty], 
everything that these theologians say about the humiliation and exaltation of 
Christ in accordance with their theory is outside of Scripture. As a rule, they 
relate the humiliation and exaltation to both natures. ©! 


tione usque ad mortem et sepulchrum eiusdem plenum usum retraxit et inhibuit, 
vivificatus autem, resuscitatus, evectus in coelum et exaltatus ad dextram Dei eandem 
plene usurpavit. Ex quo oritur duplex Christi status exinanitionis et 
exaltationis. [Google] In further description, dogmatists distinguish between 
subiectum quod and subiectum quo of humiliation. Quenstedt: Subiectum 
exinanitionis est vel quod vel quo. Subiectum quod est persona tov Adyov, non qua 
doapKos et incarnanda, sed qua Mvoapxog et incarnata. ... Subiectum quo est natura 
humana, utpote quae sola deteriorationis [Verringerung] capax est. Nec enim nisi 
secundum humanam naturam in forma Dei fuit et habuit ta Ioa tp See (sollte hei®en: 
ro sivai Ioa Sew] et potuisset, si voluisset, se aequalem Deo gerere. [Google] (Syst. 
I, 475.) With regard to the obiectum exinanitionis Quenstedt says: Obiectum 
exinanitionis, seu quo se exinanivit Christus, non est essentia aut maiestas divina 
carni communicata. Si enim communicatam divinam maiestatem assumptae carni 
subtraxisset, ipsam unionem personalem rescidisset aut dissolvisset, ast semper a 
primo conceptionis momento Filius Dei fuit et mansit et inhabitantem totam 
plenitudinem Deitatis secundum carnem perpetuo dywpiotac retinuit et possedit, sed 
id, quo se abdicavit, in genere fuit woppn tov veov, id est, status divinus gloriosus seu 
deiformitatis, hoc est, divinae maiestatis plenarius, universalis et non interruptus 
usus, non quod nunquam ea uteretur, sed quod non semper et tum solum, quoties ex 
officii ratione expediret. ... In specie obiectum exinanitionis est (1.) usus plenarius et 
universalis divinae gloriae, Ioh. 17, 5, (2.) omnis opulentiae, Matt. 8, 20, (3.) 
omnipotentiae, Luc. 22, 42. 43, (4.) omnisapientiae, Luc. 2, 52, (5.) omniscientiae, 
Mare. 13, 32, (6.) omnipraesentiae, Eph. 1, 20 [als majestitische Gegenwart und 
Herrschaft gefabt), (7.) cultus adorationis religiosae, utpote cuius plenario usu status 
exaltationis definitur, Phil. 2, 9—11., [Google] p. 476. 480.) — In reference to the 
exaltation Quenstedt says: Subiectum exaltationis est vel quod vel quo. Subiectum 
quod est Aoyos evoapkoc sive Christus SeavSpwnoc. Subiectum quo natura non 
divina, quia haec simpliciter ajetaBAntoc, sed humana est, Ps. 110, 7; Phil. 
2:9. [Google] (L. c., p. 526.) 

691) Quotations from Heppe, Dogmatik d. res. K., p. 351; Baier, ed. Walther 
Ul, 55 ff.; Baumgarten, Streitigk. I, 312; Heppe quotes from Mastricht (Theo- 
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But since they want to hold on to the immutability of God, the humiliation 
and exaltation according to the divine nature becomes to them underhand a 
mere manner of speaking, a mere occultatio [veiling], a mere manifestatio of 
the Godhead before the eyes of men. In relation to the human nature, 
humiliation means many things to them: the assumption of the human nature, 
the unusual measure of shame and suffering, etc., but not the renunciation of 
the use of the divine majesty which is bodily resident in human nature. 
Exaltation according to human nature is to them the communication of very 
great finite gifts (dona extraordinaria finita) in contradiction with the clear 
statements of Scripture. Phil. 2:9-11: 16 dvopa to bzEp TaVv Svopa, tva Ev TO 
OVOLATL TAV YOvD KaLYH — Kal Mdo0 yAMoou sSoLoAoynontat Sti KOPLOG 
3Inoovs Xptotdéc; Matt. 28, 18: ndoa sFo0vota ev TO Ovpavg Kat Ext THS YN; 
Eph. 1, 20—23: vaepdvo méons apyiis KTA., Kai Tavta vaétacEv Vd TOUS 
m0dac aitov; Eph. 4, 10: vaepava tévt@v Tov ovpavev, tva TANpwaon TA 
mavta. (Cf. the remarks on the genus maiestaticum p. 169 ff.,) It is also self- 
evident that the old and new Unitarians' doctrine of humiliation has nothing 
in common with the doctrine of the Scriptures, since they deny the essential 
(metaphysical) divinity of Christ, the "two-nature doctrine", and thus the 
communication of divine glory to human nature within the personal union is 
for them a non-ens. When the Unitarians still speak of an exaltation of 
Christ, they understand this to mean Christ's elevation to intellectual, moral, 
etc. world rulers or even church rulers, with or without resurrection from the 
dead. The older Unitarians (Socinians) usually let Christ rise from the dead. 
For newer Unitarians, the bodily resurrection of Christ is not essential. All 
that matters to them is that Christ, through what he said and did on earth, is 
the "agent" of moral, pious and other ideas and feelings, whereby he 


remained in the grave and yet can be a "spiritual royal power". ©” 


retico-praet. theol. V, IX, 4): Status humiliationis seu exinanitionis est is status, quo 
Christus quoad divinam quidem naturam seipsum privavit usu et manifestatione 
gloriae sibi alias competente, et quoad humanam naturam cum extrema humilitate 
subiectus est legi divinae ad perferenda et agenda omnia, quae ad restitutionem 
peccatoris requirebantur. [Google 

692) Nitzsch, Ev. Dogm., ed. Horst Stephan, p. 612: "The question of 
resurrection and ascension as external facts and historical 
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Modern theologians, and just also the positive ones, judge quite 
unanimously that the Christology of the Formula of Concord gives the 
impression of being "unfinished". °°?) In contrast to that Frank, although he 
himself paid homage to "further development", rightly remarked: "Those 
theologians" (the authors of the Formula of Concord), "by placing next to 
each other thetically according to the Scriptural findings what is difficult for 
human understanding to grasp, gave much less thought to the difficulty of 
such understanding than the theologians of the present day do, because they 
had learned the differre in aeternam scholam [defer to the eternal school] 
better than they had."©™) Hase also reminded of the same fact: "The Lutheran 
Church only wants to impart the faith and keep the saving mystery as a 
mystery against all perversions". 

In fact, what the Formula of Concord and the Lutheran teachers who 
agree with it say about the humiliation as well as the exaltation of Christ 
proves to be not a "dogmatic construction" but the clear teaching of Sacred 
Scripture and thus in accordance with "historical reality". Lutheran teaching 
does justice to all Scriptural statements about the humiliation and exaltation 
of Christ. The following is repeated and compiled here: In the Scriptures we 
have two series of scriptural statements about Christ's life on earth. In one 
series, Christ is attributed the possession of divine glory and all things. ®® In 
the other series of statements, Scripture ascribes poverty, limited knowledge, 
limited power to the same Christ in the same earthly life: tiring, 
imprisonment, suffering, dying and burial. ©” It is useful to remember that in 
these two series of Scriptural statements we have the greatest contrasts ever 
expressed by a person. World history, however, offers us enough examples 
that the powerful of this earth have become completely powerless, the rich 
completely poor. But 


historical individual events does not belong to the doctrine of faith, but to the science 
of the life of Jesus.." 

693) Seeberg, Dogmengesch. I, 377. 694) Theol. d. F.C. Il, 218 f. 

695) Cp. Meusel III, 753. 

696) Joh. 1:14; 2:11; 1 Joh. 1:1 ff; Col. 2:9; Matt. 11:27 etc. 

697) Matt. 8:20; 2 Cor. 8:9; Mark. 13:32; 2 Cor. 13:4 (cotavp@9y s& 
doeveiac); Joh. 4:6 (kexomlaKkas Ek THS OSotMopiac); 18:12; 19:16. 30 ff. 
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these states followed one another, and besides, they were always only finite 
quantities, since even the greatest human power and the greatest human 
wealth are always limited. But in the double series of scriptural statements 
of Christ, one and the same person in the same life on earth and at the same 
time is ascribed all-possession and poverty, omnipotence and limited power. 
How can both series of scriptural statements be united with each other? 
Scripture does not leave this to our conjecture, but carries out the unification 
itself in such a way that it says, for example, of the fact of Christ's death: 
"No one takes life from me, but I leave it from myself. I have the power to 
leave it and the power to take it again." ©®) So it came to pass that Christ 
died, that he did not use the power that dwelt in him. The same is to be said 
of all parts of the humiliation, of his poverty, his weariness, his limited 
knowledge, and all the state of humiliation. Even at the time of his 
imprisonment, Christ insists that he did not use the divine power at his 
disposal. He lets himself be bound by the multitude, eénoav avtoév, but 
immediately before that he throws the same multitude to the ground with a 
word. ©) This too is based on Scripture, when the Lutheran confession and 
the Lutheran teachers in their description of humiliation restrict themselves 
to stating that Christ did not renounce all but the full use of his divine glory: 
For where his ministry required it, Christ has used his divine 60a In the 
miracles he worked on earth he revealed and saw his disciples tnv d0€av 
avtov, thy SdEav co Lovoyevovcs mapa matpdc. 7” He was also not excluded 
from world preservation and world government in the state of humiliation 
according to human nature: 6 matHp Lov ews dpti epyaCetat, Kayo 
epyaCoua 7°” In his teaching on earth he did not speak ex t¢ y"¢, like 
prophets and apostles, but as 0 wv Etc TOV KOAMOV TOV TATPOG, as 0 WV EV TO 
ovpave [“which is in the bosom of the Father”],”°” 

In Christ's life on earth, the use and non-use of the divine glory is regulated 
by his office as Redeemer, 


698) Joh. 10:18. 

699) Joh. 18:12, 6. against the rationalistic interpretations see Meyer on Joh. 
18:6. Luther, StL. VIII, 862 ff. 

700) Joh. 1:14. 701) Joh. 5:17. == 702) Joh. 3:31. 32; 1:18; 3:13. 
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which included not only revelation of God through teachings, but also 
obedience to the Law and suffering and death in the place of men. According 
to the Scriptures, Christ lived an official life throughout, that is, he lived here 
on earth as a servant of God and of men, not Himself: “Even as the Son of 
Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister and to give His life a 
ransom for many.” 7 ody éavt@ Hpecsv. If Christ had lived unto 
Himself, he would not have had to go out in the lowly human form reported 
in the Gospels, in which the avSp@zot (multitude) mistook him for John the 
Baptist or Elijah or Jeremiah or the prophets one. °°) Rather, he could have 
appeared in such a way, by virtue of the fullness of the Godhead dwelling in 
him, that at the sight of him everyone should have exclaimed: "God walks on 
earth! If a light placed in a lamp shines through it with its brightness, how 
would Christ's human nature, in which the fullness of the Godhead dwelt as 
in his body, have been radiated with divine glory if he had used that glory! 
The three disciples saw the divine manifestation or form corresponding to 
the unio personalis of God and man in something the three disciples saw in 
Christ on the Mount of Transfiguration: "He was transfigured before them, 
and his face shone as the sun, and his garments became white as light. 7° In 
the same manifestation all people will see the $eav9pazoc when he will 
come on the Last Day ev ty 56En avtov. ”°” But in this divine form, which 
would have been the normal form for him, the God-man, he could not have 
been under the Law and could not have suffered and died. Parents, relatives, 
the Jewish people, the chief priests and their servants together with Pilate 
and his soldiers would have fled from him in horror. Therefore it was now in 
the interest of his redeeming ministry that he restricted the use of his divine 
majesty to the extent that he did not act as Lord but as servant, not as a God- 
man but as a human being like other human beings, and even died on the 
cross. He did all this out of love of God the Father: " But that the world may 
know that I 


703) Matt. 20, 28. 

704) Rom. 15:3. The "servant of God" in the O. T.: Isaiah 42:1 etc.; Zech. 3:8. 
705) Matt. 16:13 ff. 706) Matt. 17; Mark. 9; Luke 9. 

707) Matt. 25:31. 
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love the Father; and as the Father gave Me commandment, even so I do. 
Arise, let us go hence ",”°* namely, to suffer, and for the love of men: 
"Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his 
friends".”” This is the humiliation of Christ. 

This teaching of humiliation is also found in Phil. 2:5-11. Admittedly, 
there is a great disagreement among the theologians about this scriptural 
passage. But this is not the fault of the Apostle’s words. More recently, all 
that is essential is wrong in the commentary by Meyer, and all that is 
essential is right in the commentary on Nosgen. 7!” The scopus of the 
passage is quite clear. For the purpose of securing Christian unity, the 
apostle exhorts Christians to serve each other humbly, denying their own 
interests, v. 3-4: "Do not do anything by quarrelling or vain glory, but by 
humility, respecting one another above oneself, and looking not upon your 
own, but upon the other's things. The apostle emphasizes this exhortation to 
humble self-denial through the example of Christ: Christians should have the 
same self-denying disposition that was in Christ, v. 5: Todto @poveite év 
dpiv 6 Kai év Xpiot ‘Inood,”!! But how was Christ of Jesus minded? That 
Christ Jesus "emptied himself", éavtov éxévaoe [“made himself of no 
reputation” ]. The apostle himself says what the eavtov éxéveae, self- 
emptying, consisted of in both negative and positive terms: negative in that 
Christ Jesus, who was in the form of God, did not make any pomp and 
circumstance with this "being in the likeness of God" (“Oc €v pope Oeod 
dTapyav ody ApnayLoV Hyi\caTo TO eivat ica. Od); positive in that Christ 
Jesus took the form of a servant, becoming the same as other people and 
therefore was not invented by them like the God-man, but like an ordinary 
man (Lope SovAov AGBoOv Ev OLOLOLATL AvVOpOTOV yEvopLEvos Kai OYNWATL 
ebpebsic ac GvOparoc, v. 7-8). After the apostle has thus negatively and 
positively predestined what "self-emptying" Jesus Christ had practiced with 
respect to his person, 


708) Joh. 14:31. 709) Joh. 15:13. Cf. Luther, St. ZL. VIL, 551. 

710) Geschichte der neutestamentl. Offenbarung II, 232 ff. 

711) The reading ppoveite instead of the Rezepta ppoveiodw of course does not 
change the meaning. 

712) That this is the interpretation of ovy Gpmaypov Hyjoato given by the 
context is later explained under "Individuals to Phil. 2:5 ff. is proven. 


321 > Nature and concept of humiliation and exaltation. [English ed. ~ 
287-288 ] 


he still particularly points out in the following words to what servant service 
Jesus Christ humbled himself: He humbled himself in obedience against 
God's will until death, and not only to a common death, for example on a 
bed, but also until death on a cross (v. 8: étameiv@osv EAVTOV YEVOLLEVOG 
DINKOOS LExpPt avatov Vavatov dé otavpod). These are the thoughts 
expressed by the words of the apostle. But here the question was and is now 
asked whether the humble self-denial of Christ, which the Apostle presents 
to Christians for imitation, consisted in the fact that the eternal Son of God 
became man, that is, assumed a human nature, or in the fact that the 
incarnate Son of God appeared among men in his earthly life not in divine 
form, as a God-man, but as an ordinary man. Reformed theologians and 
modern kenoticists assert the former, Lutherans unanimously teach the latter. 
What is decisive is not the reference to the fact that 6g goes back to Xpiot6c 
nootc and Xptotécs Inootc is the name of Adyoc evoapKoc. We must admit 
that the Incarnate Son of God can also stand in the subject, even if the 
predicate goes to the divine nature, as in Jn 6:62: The Son of Man was in 
heaven. 7!) More important is what both the old Lutheran teachers and a 
number of modern theologians point out, that otherwise Scripture does not 
present the Incarnation of the Son of God to Christians for imitation, but the 
meaning and transformation of the Incarnate. 7!” The decisive factor, 
however, is the fact that in this passage the apostle does not say a word about 
the Incarnation and acceptance of human nature. Rather, the apostle 
expressly determines the self-renunciation that Christ Jesus 


713) Genus idiomaticum. 

714) Philippi, Glaubensl. IV, 1, 469, Philippi adds: "The absolutely inimitable 
[the incarnation] cannot be exhibited as an object of imitation. Also Nosgen, op. cit. 
Also Quenstedt II, 482: Christus ab apostolo nobis in exemplum imitationis 
proponitur, sed incarnatione ipsum imitari aut similes fieri non possumus. Discussion 
on Matt. 5:48 in Philippi, op. cit. p. 470; in Nésgen, op. cit. p. 233. Philippi also 
points out that "@pdvyaic is otherwise only a predicate of man, not of God"; op. cit. p. 
471. Quenstedt II, 476: Tribuitur ei ppoveiv, quod homini proprium. [ppovetv is 
attributed to him, which is proper to man. ] 
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did not appear in the world "in divine form", as God and Lord, but in "the 
form of a servant", as a servant and an ordinary man, and was therefore 
regarded by men. 7!>) Meyer 7'° means that the expression ev oper Seov 
vmdpyov, "being in God's form", describes Christ according to his divine 
nature or in his "pre-human form of existence". He refers for his opinion to 
passages like Col. 1:15, where Christ is called "the image (eixkav) of the 
invisible God" according to his divine nature, and to Hebr. 1:3, where Christ 
is also called, according to his divinity, the "splendor (azabyacua) of the 
glory of God and the image (yapaxtnp) of his being". But these passages are 
not identical. For according to these passages Christ is according to the 
Godhead not "in God's image", ev sikdvi Tov Seot , but God's image itself, 
eikov tov Seov , and not "in the splendor of God's glory", but God's splendor 
itself, ov anavyaoua tio 56EN¢ KtA . So according to these passages the 


715) I find the most thorough discussion of the expressions "divine form" and 
"servant form" in Luther, St. L. XII, 468 f. 473 f. He proves that "divine form" cannot 
designate the divine being or the divine nature and "servant form" cannot designate 
the human being or the human nature, but that "form" in both cases expresses the 
appearance or "conduct". Luther explains the misunderstanding of this "fine text" 
Phil. 2 by saying that some "do not respect the way St. Paul spoke". Also Nosgen 
remarks against the relation of the words sv popoy Yeo vadpyov to Christ's 
"prehistoric being": "If one thinks that the sentence V. 6: ‘in that he was in divine 
form' must be interpreted as such, then the expression ‘form’ is just as little 
appreciated as the used word of time. The divine form is in contrast to the servant 
form, and the latter denotes the habitus of the servant of God. Christ entered into the 
ranks of the servants of God. (Cf. Matt. 20:28 and the Old Testament 7? Jay 
[HEBREW].) According to this, the apostle cannot mean by the word 'figure' the 
physical appearance or the formation of the body" (human nature) "but only the 
habitus of his conduct and appearance. The divine form he meant would have 
consisted in a coming forth in divine power and authority, as he, according to his 
superhuman nature, has been able to carry it with him from the very beginning on 
earth. He was entitled to it according to his beginning and end (Micah 5:2), as the 
apostle V. 6 "indicates through the temporal word of the participle sentence" 
(vmapyov). But Jesus Christ did not intend, by adhering to such a life form and such a 
form of his appearance, to usurp the being as wise as God, violent towards men and 
contrary to God's Word.” (op. cit., p. 234 sf) 

716) in the commentary 
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expression év Lopoy Veov vadpyov does not fit Christ according to His 
deity. But it does fit on Christ according to his humanity. Provided that the 
human being Christ is God, or that the entire fullness of the Godhead dwells 
in the humanity of Christ in the flesh, humanity is eo ipso "in divine form", 
that is, in possession of the divine glory, and if the divine glory does not 
fully operate or shine out in earthly life, but Christ appears on earth in 
servant form and in his habitus (oyjLan) presents himself quite like other 
human beings who are not God, this can only come from the fact that a self- 
emptying took place in such a way that he, according to his humanity, in his 
appearance gives the divine form or the equality with God and instead takes 
on servant form, as it was demanded in the interest of redemption. Finally it 
must not be forgotten that the "self-emptying" (eavtov Exév@oEv) is in 
contrast to the following exaltation. If the kenosis was in the Incarnation or 
in the acceptance of human nature, then—by virtue of the contradiction—the 
exaltation should be understood as dehumanization or abandonment of 
human nature. 7!”) Thus the relationship of "self-emptying" to the 
acceptance of human nature refutes itself. So says the Philippians passage— 


717) Scherzer, Syst., p. 231: Per formam, Dei non natura divina, per formam 
servi non natura humana intelligi potest, alias in exinanitione naturam divinam, in 
exaltatione vero naturam humanam deposuisset adeoque in neutro statu Sedv8panos 
esset, quod absurdum. Male igitur exinanitio per incarnationem definitur. Quo pacto 
exaltatio per excarnationem esset describenda. Dorner remarks against the modern 
kenoticists: "The subject of the sentence, as the Lutheran dogmatists irrefutably 
prove, is Jesus Christ, but not the Logos; for (apart from everything else) how can an 
act of kenosis such as the alleged one, which falls entirely into the invisible realm, be 
presented to the Philippians as an example? Or how can the Logos be exalted (v. 9), 
without first committing another petitio principii by inserting a kenosis other than 
that of which we know? (In Philippi IV, 1, 475.) Dorner repeats this execution, 
Christl. Glaubenslehre 2 II, 285 s. Nésgen: "V. 11 absolutely proves, as in the verses 
before, that Christ as such is spoken of, who was not yet raised to the LORD in the 
kingdom of God. This is also indicated by his designation as the one who, although 
he was full of the Spirit and the power of God, only behaved as a man... . Therefore, 
in this passage from Philippians there can be all the less talk of an action of the Logos 
or of Christ in his prehistoric being. (op. cit., p. 233.) 
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we will have to leave it at that—of a "self-emptying"” of Christ, which 
consisted in his renunciation of the use of the divine glory that was in him 
through the unio personalis, in so far as the renunciation was required by his 
position as servant of God and of men. The words Phil. 2:6-9: "Whether he 
was in divine form" etc. describe the personal armor which Christ wore for 
the direction of his ministry in his intercession for men. Luther aptly calls 
humiliation the "ministerial figure" of Christ. 7!® It is of course a wonderful 
armor and figure. The worldly warrior who wants to win the victory gathers 
his sword to his side and strives upwards. Christ's armor for the victory to be 
won develops in the opposite direction. Christ ewvtov éxévmoev, emptied 
himself, emptied himself, destroyed himself, became low, very low. But this 
strange equipment is due to the nature of the work to be aligned. There was 
no need to conquer cities. Nor was it to throw him who holds people captive 
from God's doom into hell with a divine word of authority. It was 
necessary—in execution of the divine method of redemption—to pay for the 
guilt of sin on behalf of mankind through submission, suffering and dying. 
Of course, this could not be done in such a way that he partially or 
completely discarded his divinity. He could not renounce his divinity in the 
state of humiliation. He had to attach the full weight of his Godhead to his 
subject and to his suffering and dying, as the Scriptures testify. 7!” Still in 
the midst of death he had to be the strong God, in order to overcome death 
through death, to raise up the temple of his body again, ’”” to be able to take 
life again. 7”) The Formula of Concord rightly points out that Jesus Christ " 
likewise in death, when He died not simply as any other man, but in and with 
His death conquered sin, death, devil, hell, and eternal damnation". 77” In 
order to be able to become obedient, to suffer and to die in the place of men, 
he must renounce the use of the likeness of God, not only apparently, but 
truly. How this was possible is not "cognitively grasped", but 


718) St. L. XU, 473. 719) Gal. 4:4-5; Rom. 5:10. 
720) Joh. 2:19. 21. 721) Joh. 10:18. 
722) Miiller, p. 679, § 25. [Trigl. 1023, F. C., Sol. Decl. VUI, 25] 
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believed on the basis of the testimony of Scripture. As is well known, Luther 
expresses this in this way: "In secret he leads his power, he walked in my 
poor form; he wants to catch the devil," and when we speak of a renunciation 
of the use of the divine form on the part of him who was and remained God, 
and to whom therefore the divine form was also at the command of mankind, 
it is not unseemly to think of the parallel between the first and second Adam 
in this passage from Philippians. The first Adam was a mere man and wanted 
to be seduced by the serpent to be like God. ” Through this sin and death 
came into the world. The second Adam is not a mere man, but the LORD 
from heaven. ’*°) He is God and therefore also according to his human nature 
in divine form. But instead of boasting about his godliness, he became like a 
lowly man. In this way, sin and death were abolished, and the shame that the 
first Adam caused with his will to be God was made good. 

Singular to Phil. 2:5 ff. The tbxdpyov in év popot Oeod bxadpyov 
expresses in contrast to the simple (see 2 Cor. 8:9: mAo0bo10cG wv) the 
being or the facts more strongly, for example: "being in the form of 
God". Christ was in divine form, but did not display it, but emptied 
himself. Nosgen: "It was proper for him to be in divine form." Cf. from 
the rich man Luke 16:23: vadpyov ev Bacdvoic, he was in agony. — On 
the question whether Gpmaydc is to be grasped in oby GpmaypLov 
nyijouato actively or passively, which means, the act of robbery or the 
object of robbery, the robbed (the booty), much unnecessary erudition 
was wasted. The philological investigations have—just as in 7Anp@pa, 
Eph. 1:23; cf. note 398—produced exactly the opposite result. Some 
prove that Gpmaypdc is only the act of robbery, others that, as a word on 
loc, it could also designate the object of robbery (Meyer - Lipsius, 
N6sgen). Here the passive meaning is determined by the context. Even 
those who only want to concede the active meaning to dpmaypdc do not 
hold this meaning themselves, as soon as they connect oby GpmayLov 
Hyioato with its object, to eivat ica Sew, the "Being Godlike". Being 
equal to God denotes a state, and no human mind can conceive of a state 
as an act, but rather it necessarily converts the act, here the act of 
robbery, immediately into the object of robbery. "Christ did not consider 
being like God to be an act of robbery" is an unthought that no one has 

actually succeeded in. (Cf. Lipsius in Nosgen II, 235, note 1.) — 


723) Against Meyer 724) Genesis 3:5. 725) 1 Cor. 15:47. 
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. That is why the meaning of the words: "He did not think that being equal to 
God was robbery" is determined by the context: Christ did not flaunt the likeness 
of God. Joh. Olearius (Universa theol., p. 579): Christ non velut rapinam 
ostentavit deiformitatem. Wolf also aptly states this in his Curae z. St. — The 
statements sv Lopon eov vadpywv and To sivo1 toa Sew are of course 
conceptually different, but factually identical, since the apostle with the latter 
expression takes up the former again or, more precisely, uses the latter for the 
former. The thought of progress lies in the obx dpmaypov Hyjouto; Christ was in 
divine form, but did not display it. The "likeness of God", just as the "figure of 
God" does not denote the divine being, but rather the divine manifestation, which 
would have been the normal manifestation for Christ according to his human 
nature, in which the entire fullness of the Godhead dwelled bodily, if it had not 
taken place, which Paul describes with the words: "He did not regard the likeness 
of God as a robbery, but expressed himself by taking on the form of a servant and 
entering into the likeness of man. — In the three explanatory sentences of 
participation Lope SovAov AgBav, EV OLOIHpLATL Gv8paTaV av8paonov 
YEVOLEVOG KOL KOL OYNPATL EvPEVE'IG Oc AVEpParoc the apostle fully expresses that 
Christ, through self-emptying, has indeed and truly behaved like an ordinary 
human being. — To eavtév exév@osv; kevoiv we find Rom. 4:14; 1 Cor. 1:17; 
9:15; 2 Cor. 9:3 and means to empty, dismiss, destroy. The meaning does not 
cause any difficulty at any of the points mentioned, because it is clearly 
determined each time by the context. Rom. 4:14: If those who are heirs of the 
law, kekev@tat 1 aiotic, then faith is emptied or dismissed (Luther: "so faith is 
nothing"), because works and faith in justification cancel each other out. 1 Cor. 
1:17 the apostle warns against preaching the gospel with clever words, lest the 
cross of Christ kev@9n, be destroyed, because clever words and Christ's cross do 
not go together. 1 Cor. 9:15 the apostle would rather die than let anyone destroy 
his glory of having preached the gospel to the Corinthians in vain, kev@on. 
Exactly the same way kevobv 2 Cor. 9:3 is used by the glory of the apostle in 
relation to the loving activity of the Corinthians: iva 
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Ly TO KADYHLA NU®V TO vTEP DLV KEv@tH. Thus also in the Philippian passage 
the meaning of yevotv is determined by the context. It does not matter whether 
EAvTOV KEvobv empties itself, empties itself or expresses itself, destroys itself, 
translates se evacuare, se exinanire, se inanem reddere etc., since the negative 
and positive approximation indicates exactly in what respect Christ emptied 
himself, emptied himself or destroyed himself. As already mentioned above, there 
is not a word here about either the half or whole rejection of the Godhead or the 
acceptance of human nature, but the eavtov exévwoev consisted in the fact that 
Jesus Christ, who was in divine form, did not display this godlike likeness, but 
instead took on the form of a servant, entered into the likeness of man and was 
therefore also found by the audience in his behavior as a mere human being, not 
as a divine human being. He was so "invented" (evpeBsic) because he presented 
himself in this way through sovtév exév@osv. The aynpati svpsi-slc dc 
é.vOpmmoc was the case to the extent that it was possible for the audience to hold 
Christ in spite of his miracles for John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah or the 
prophets. If he had not emptied himself, but had used his being like God as on the 
mount of transfiguration, this would not have been possible. And all the more 
would not have been possible the climax of self-emptying, which emerges in the 
servant service (Metzer: "action"), v. 8: stamsivm@oEv EAUTOV YEVOLLEVOG DITT}KOOG 
péypt Oavatov, Davatov dé atavpod. Correct Meyer: "The relationship [of 
etamEetvMosyv] to exév@oev is climactic, but not as if Paul did not see the self- 
emptying v. 7 as self-abasement, but as if the former, in the ignominious death of 
Jesus, manifested the character of tazetv@otc in the most evident way. — Well 
Luther says to the etazsivmosv savtov: "That is: about that, that he proved the 
servant's form by becoming like a man and letting himself go like a man, he did 
the rest and became less than all men, he let himself down and served all men 
with the highest service, that he gave his body and life for us, ... and ... carried 
such death, which was the most shameful, namely on the cross, ... ... as an arch- 
boy over all boys, in which he also lost the favour, thanks and honor of his 
adopted servant form, which he had proved that he was even destroyed. But all 
this he did not do, that we should be worthy or deserving of it, for who would be 
worthy of such service to such a person? but that he would be obedient to the 
Father" (yevopevoc varKooc). (St. L. XI, 475.) Luther says of this passage from 
Philippians: “O what words do we find that St. Paul speaks in this place, when he 
does not speak in any place. He must have been quite inflamed, cheerful and 
funny.” We cannot refrain from putting here the following words of Luther, in 
which Luther explains that the humiliation of Christ happened in obedience 
against God's will and thus reveals God's heart towards mankind: "Here St. Paul, 
in a word, opens up heaven and allows us to see into the abyss of divine majesty 
and 
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behold the unspeakable gracious will and love of the Father's heart toward us, that 
we may feel how God has been pleased from eternity with what Christ, the 
glorious Person, was to do for us and has now done. Who here should not have 
his heart melt with joy? Who here should not love, praise and give 
thanks, and again not only become the servant of all the world, but should 
like to become less and more vain than nothing, when he sees that God 
Himself has thus dearly meant for him and so abundantly poured out and 
proved His fatherly will in the obedience of His Son. ... O how many 
now are preachers of the faith, who think they know all things, and have 
never smelled nor tasted these things! Oh how soon they will become 
masters who have never discipled before! They do not taste it, therefore 
they cannot give it, and remain useless chatterers." (ibid, 476) 


Misconceptions of the humiliation of Christ. 

First of all the view that humiliation is objectively identical with the 
incarnation is to be rejected. Even orthodox teachers have called the 
Incarnation an humiliation in the sense of condescension (én{Soo1c). 77° For, 
however, it implies a wonderful condescension that the majestic God takes a 
human nature into his person. But here we have to do with the humiliation 
that Scripture contrasts with the subsequent exaltation. And just as exaltation 
does not consist in dehumanizing or discarding human nature, so too 
humiliation does not consist in the incarnation or in the acceptance of human 
nature, but in the fact that the Son of God became a lowly man, that is to say 
that according to his human nature he accepted pope SovAov, although 
Lopgy Seov was at his command. Strong therefore rightly observes: "We 
may dismiss, as unworthy of serious notice, the view that it [the nature of 
humiliation] consisted essentially in the union of the Logos with human 
nature; for this union with human nature continues in the state of 
exaltation."’?”) Therefore, Lutheran teachers also rightly demand that a 
distinction be made between the Incarnation and humiliation, even though 
they coincide in time. This distinction is certainly correct, just as it is true 
that with the exaltation the humiliation, but not the humanity of Christ, 
ceased. 

Secondly, the view of humiliation of kenoticism 


726) Quotations from Gerhard, De pers., § 293. 
727) Systematic Theology p. 701. 
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must be rejected.. The essence of this view is that it reduces in various ways 
and to various degrees the divinity of Christ. It was born, as has been 
repeatedly recalled, of the fear that a Godhead who is not reduced would 
necessarily exert such a strong pressure on humanity that it would suffocate 
it, and that there could no longer be any question of a "truly human 
development of Christ". In order to relieve the pressure of the Godhead and 
to secure for human nature the air of life and development, the kenoticists 
facilitate the Godhead. Some of them, the semi-kenoticists, let the Son of 
God discard his divine attributes that have an effect on the world 
(omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence), while others, the pan- 
kenoticists, in order to relieve the pressure even more, let the Son also 
transform his divine ego into a human ego. ””*) Against this modern-kenotic 
version of the humiliation of Christ it must be said above all that it 
contradicts historical reality. What the kenoticists—the whole and the half— 
note about Christ as absent, the Scriptures attribute to Christ in his life on 
earth. Here again it is shown that the facts do not conform to human 
thinking. First of all, as far as the eternal divine “I” Christ is concerned, 
Christ claims the same for himself very emphatically in his state of 
humiliation. When the Jews wanted to reduce his “T°” to not yet fifty years, 
Christ testifies to them: "Before Abraham was, I am."’”” And as far as the 
divine attributes that have an effect on the world are concerned, Christ very 
emphatically claims for himself the effect of omnipotence on the world in 
the state of humiliation. When the Jews accused him of unlawful Sabbath 
work, he instructed them: "My Father has been at work up to now, and I am 
also at work," ° Where God works, there He is also. 7?!) Also the divine 
omniscience is in Christ in the state of humiliation, for He teaches 


728) Thomasius, Delitzsch, Luthardt etc. - GeB, v. Hofmann, Frank. Cf. the 
detailed presentation under "Unio personalis und christologische Aufstellungen der 
Neuzeit", p. 114 ff. Further note 175: von Ottingen against v. Hofmann and Frank. 

729) Joh. 8:58. 730) Joh. 5:17. 

731) Ps. 139:7-8; Acts 17:27-28. 
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on earth not "from earth" but from divine knowledge. ”” Thus, the kenotic 
doctrine of divine attributes that have been discarded and of a "transposed" 
divine ego is to be described as a dogmatic fiction and construction that is 
contrary to Scripture, that is, contradictory to historical reality. — But the 
modern kenosis not only contradicts the reality reported in Scripture, but also 
comes into conflict with reason or the natural knowledge of God, because 
not only Scripture but also the natural knowledge of God teaches an 
unchanging God. It is true that pagans who thought themselves wise have 
transformed the 66a of the imperishable God into an image equal to that of 
perishable human beings,’**’ but they have done so in so far as they 
suppressed through injustice the natural knowledge of God conveyed by the 
works of creation (tv adiOeiav sv adikia Katéyovtec). 7 More recent 
theologians have also rightly pointed out that modern kenosis fails already 
on the fact of God's immutability. >) — The modern kenosis finally 
destroys the Christian doctrine of the Holy Trinity as well. Just as there are 
not three instances, but only one instance of the divine being, so there are not 
three instances of the divine omnipotence or of the divine effect on the 
world, but only one divine omnipotence. Now if the kenoticists deny the 
divine omnipotence of the Son of God in the state of humiliation, they 
consequently deny the omnipotence of the Father and the Holy Spirit, or they 
must teach three Almighties, three Lords and three gods. 7° Christ explicitly 
ascribes to Himself, even in the state of humiliation, like the numerical unity 
of the being,’*” also the numerical unity of the omnipotence 


732) Joh. 1:18; 3:31-32. Nor can it be explained from "special human insight" 
what is reported to us in Joh. 1:48 ff.; 2:23 ff.; 4:17 ff.; 11:14; Matt. 21:2; 14:13; 9:2 
ff. 

733) Rom. 1:22. 23. 

734) Rom. 1:18-20 Cf. the execution against the genus tameworikov p. 253 ff. 

735) P. 101, mark 175. Loofs, RE.3 X, 263. 

736) Cf. The Athanasian Creed; Miiller, p. 30 f. [Trigl. 33] With the "breach in 
the doctrine of the Trinity" as a result of modern kenosis it is correct. Loofs, RE.* X, 
263. 

737) Joh. 10:30: éy@ kai 6 Hatnp év éopev. 
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effect with the Father 7**) as well as the unchanged hypostatic relationship to 
the Father 7°). 

The kenoticists improperly refer to scriptures according to which Christ 
is given by the Father in the days of the flesh in answer to His prayer, like 
Joh. 11:41-42: " Father, I thank thee that thou hast heard me. And I knew 
that thou hearest me always"; Luke 22:42-43: “Father, if thou be willing, 
remove this cup from me: nevertheless not my will, but thine, be done. And 
there appeared an angel unto him from heaven, strengthening him.” These 
and parallel scriptural statements go to Christ according to its human nature 
and come into their full right in holding the scriptural teaching of the non- 
use of the divine glory dwelling in its human nature. Inasmuch as Christ, 
according to his human nature, does not use the divine glory, he asks for and 
takes from God during this time like every other human being. This asking 
and taking belongs to the renunciation of the use of the divine glory and to 
entering into the human likeness, ev 6po1mpLati Gv9pam@V YEVOLEVOS KO 
oxnpatt evpry9eic > av8paroc. So in the old Kenosis, which consists in the 
renunciation of the use of divine majesty according to human nature, the 
scriptural passages dealing with asking and taking come into their full right. 
The new kenoticists, on the other hand, do not do justice to the series of 
scriptural statements that show Christianity in its state of humiliation in 
possession of both the divine ego and the attributes that have an effect on the 
world. It is also clear that kenosis, which consists in renouncing the use of 
divine glory, gives sufficient space to "genuine human development” and 
"true human life". Where there is no use of the divine omnipotence, there is 
escape, tiredness, hunger, suffering and death. Where there is no use 


738) Christ justifies Joh. 5:19 the fact that He cannot do anything of Himself 
with the fact that eadem numero actio comes to Him with the Father: a yap av 
exetvoc ToIn, Tavta Kai 6 vioc OLoiws Zotet. When Keil notes in Joh. 5:19 that Jesus 
says of himself that he is "working in the likeness of God", this is not exactly said. 
According to the context, Christ does not just say that he is working in the likeness of 
God, but that his work is identical with that of the Father. 

739) Joh. 10:38: ev noi 6 matHp, Kayo Ev To TaTpi Joh. 14:10: eyo ev to maTpi, 
Kat 6 zatip ev spot. Joh. 1:18: 0 @v Etc Tov KOATOV Tov maTpdc. The relationship to 
the status of the exaltation (Meyer) is entered here. 
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of divine omniscience, there is increase in wisdom,” sleeping,’*” not 
knowing the Last Day,” and not knowing the necessity of dying. “ About 
the objection that there can be no distinction between ktroic and yprotic with 
regard to the divine attributes communicated to human nature, the necessary 
has been said before. “” We recall once again the prudent words of Boehl: 
"In what way this self-emptying and self-abasement is to be made 
comprehensible—we are unable to state that. The confession to know 
nothing is the highest wisdom here. . . Jesus Christ, the eternal wisdom, did 
not apply this wisdom. This cannot be explained rationally; we cannot 
indicate how he could deny omniscience and forget it, so to speak. But it is 
historically certain that he did not apply it."”°) Hase also reproaches the 
semi-kenoticists: “If the born-again Orthodoxy indeed holds on to the 
fundamental ideas of the Church—divine and human nature are essentially 
different and united only in this one personality—but, listening to reason 
against the communicatio idiomatum as its further education, wants to go 
beyond it, then it brings about ... the earthly unity of life of the God-man at 
the expense of the divine nature. It goes beyond all human reason, as the one 
whom the universe did not decide to close itself into the womb of a virgin, 
and the human child, who has become one with the omniscient, could 
develop humanly.” 7° 

If we want to summarize, the Lutheran doctrine, according to which 
humiliation consists in the non-use of divine glory according to human 
nature, has the following good attributes: |. it is completely consistent with 
Scripture, that is, with historical reality; 2. it leaves the divinity of Christ 
untouched 


740) Luke 2:52. 741) Matt. 8:24. 25.742) Mark. 13:32. 

743) Matt. 26:39. 744) p. 178 f. 180 ff. 

745) Dogmatik, p. 337 f. Admittedly Boehl uncertainly wavers back and forth. 
He says on the following page: "We do not need to add the divine nature as a 
dogmatically known thing to Jesus of true human nature. That Christ knew about his 
divine nature "dogmatically" even in the state of humiliation is testified by the 
Gospels throughout. He knows: "I and the Father are one", Joh. 10:30. He knows 
Himself as 6 viocg tov Yeov tov Cavtoc, Matt. 16:13 ff., as 6 vioc tov Seov, Matt. 
26:63. 64. 

746) Hutt. red,, § 97, 200; cp. Meusel III, 753. 
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and does not need to conceive of a God who discards a part of his divine 
attributes or even transforms his divine ego into a human ego; 3. it allows the 
humanity of Christ to come into its own, since Christ, when not using his 
divine glory (KovyaCovtos tov Adyov), possesses it as if he did not possess it, 
and therefore, in living and dying, enters fully into the human likeness. Both 
the Confessions ™”) and the Lutheran theologians “4*) are quite clear that this 
is only a presentation of the facts reported in Scripture, but that no 
information is given about the how or the possibility of the facts. But also 
the semi-kenoticists and the pan-kenoticists are finally faced with an 
inexplicable mystery. After the divine attributes that have an effect on the 
world have been deciphered, they still retain the divine ego of the Son of 
God, and so the incomprehensible fact of how God and man can form an 
ego. These, like all deniers of the "two-natures doctrine", are unable, as 
Ritschl confesses, to explain the emergence of such a unique person, as it 
appeared historically in Christ. The sacrifice of Christ's half or whole 
divinity is, seen in the comprehensibility of the historical person of Christ, 
brought in vain. 

It would at last also be contrary to Scripture if humiliation were to be 
understood as a mere concealment (kpvyic) and not at the same time as a real 
renunciation (kév@otc) of the use of the divine glory. If one does not want to 
be drawn into the confusion that prevailed at this point in the cryptic-kenotic 
dispute and has not disappeared from the history of dogma either, it must 
first of all be emphatically emphasized in what twofold scriptural sense one 
must speak of a "concealment" of divine glory in the state of humiliation. 
Recent dogmatic historians often speak as if the expressions "concealment", 
"secrecy", used by the Formula of Concord of the state of humiliation, 
betrayed "docetism" and an unobjective compromise between "Swabians and 
Saxons". When Scripture says that Christ revealed his divine glory in 
humiliation through divine acts, for example, by the transformation of water 
into wine 


747) Mueller. p. 680, § 30; 684 f., 8 51.52. 53; 687, § 60; 696, § 96. [Trigl. 
1025, 30; 1031, 51, 53; 1035, 60; 1049, 96] 
748) Chemnitz, De duabus nat., c. 33, p. 217. 749) Cf. p. 133. 
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(é~avépwoev),’> she thus teaches that Christ's divine glory—apart from 
these sporadic acts of revelation—was hidden, veiled or kept secret in 
lowliness. In other words, it is scriptural doctrine that the possession of the 
divine glory (ktjotc) was usually hidden during Christ's life on earth. But we 
must go one step further. If we look at Christ in the occasional use of his 
divine glory, as in the transformation of water into wine and the stilling of 
the storm, we see that Christ was not radiated with divine glory in this 
occasional use as on the mount of transfiguration, but stood before men in 
the form of a servant, ev dno1tmpLaTL avVOpaToV avOpamoV KaL OYHLATL 
Evpsveic Oc &vOpwmoc So also the occasional use (ypyoic) of divine glory 
was still hidden or obscured by the servant form. The servant form concealed 
the use of divine glory to the extent that it was possible for malicious people 
to present Christ's miracles as a result of satanic influence. 7°" The glorious 
figure on the mount of transfiguration was seen by only three disciples, and 
to these was imposed silence until after the resurrection. °”) According to 
Scripture, then, in the state of humiliation there is not only a veiled 
possession, but also a veiled use (occulta usurpatio) of divine majesty. 
Therefore not only Luther and the Swabians, but also Chemnitz and the 
Saxons used the expressions "concealment" and "secrecy" to describe the 
Status exinanitionis. The same usage has therefore also passed over into the 
Formula of Concord without "compromise", when it says that Christ “this 
majesty He had immediately at His conception, even in His mother's womb, 
but, as the apostle testifies [Phil. 2:7], laid it aside; and, as Dr. Luther 
explains, He kept it concealed in the state of His humiliation, and did not 
employ it always, but only when He wished.” 7») To have pointed this out in 
more recent times is a credit to Frank. But it is to be rejected if someone 
wanted to understand the humiliation as if Christ did not really renounce the 
full use of his divine majesty, but only hid or concealed this full use. 


750) Joh. 2:11. 751) Matt. 12:24 ff. 
752) Matt. 17:9. 753) Miiller, p. 680, § 26. [Trigl. 1023, 26 
754) Theol. of F. C. Ill, 217 f. 
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The view was to contradict the historical reality of the servant figure, as 
described in Scripture, which was necessary for the orientation of salvation 
by way of satisfactio vicaria. { That is why the people of Tiibingen [1619— 
1627] in particular, in the crypto-kenotic dispute, rejected the full use of the 
divine majesty for the state of humiliation, on the grounds that if the divine 
majesty had been used to the full, Christ's suffering and dying and the whole 
work of redemption in general would have been impossible. 7°) According 
to the Scriptures, Christ was not merely apparently but really poor, he did 
not merely apparently but really increase in wisdom, he did not merely 
apparently but really not know a number of things at times, he was not 
merely apparently but really found as a human being in gestures, he was not 
merely apparently but really captured, crucified and killed. All these 
historical conditions and events of Christ's life on earth include a 
renunciation, not merely apparent, but real, of the full use of divine glory. 
Luther in particular also very energetically rejects every appearance and 
mere concealment here, when he, with reference to Mark 13:32 remarks: "Is 
not here the gloss necessary: “The son knows not,” that is, he will not say it. 
What does the gloss do? The humanity of Christ, like another holy natural 
man, has not always thought, spoken, willed, acted all things.” 7 So does 
the Formula of Concord when it says that Christ “truly (revera) increased in 
all wisdom and favor with God and men; therefore He exercised this [divine] 
majesty”, (which he ‘had for all things’) “not always, but when [as often as] 
it pleased Him, until after His resurrection He entirely laid aside the form of 
a servant, but not the [human] nature, and was established in the full use, 
manifestation, and declaration of the divine majesty” ”°’’ — Likewise, it is 
factually incorrect if in the crypto-kenotic dispute the people of Tiibingen are 
portrayed as representatives of a mere veiling (sola kpbyic). Already Calov 
has taken up the people of Tiibingen in this respect. Calov says: " The 
gentlemen of Tiibingen confess in Amica admonitione super decisione 
Saxonica, p. 70, that Christ has divested Himself of the full use 


755) Calov, Syst. VIL, 625, 756) St. L. XI, 155. 
757) Miiller, p. 546, § 16. [Zrig/. 821, 16; FC Ep VUI, 16] 
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of the Majesty (se evacuasse), the divestiture is not merely a veiling 
(kpvwic). They deny it to p. 60 that they ascribe to Christ, according to 
human nature, in the state of humiliation, the full use of the divine majesty 
without any retraction (absque ulla retractione). . . . For in this way (say the 
Wiirttembergers) Christ would have been manifest and exalted in glory from 
conception, if he had kept the violence from his human nature, and thus he 
could not have suffered or died, for which he had come into the world". 7>®) 
That the cryptic-kenotic dispute was about other things than the full use of 
divine glory in the state of humiliation will become clear from the following 
passage. >?) 


758) Syst. VI, 624 sq. 

759) It may also be pointed out here, in contrast to common mistaken and half- 
truth representations, that even Swabians like Brenz and Andreae rejected any mere 
appearance with regard to the conditions and events of the earthly life of Christ and 
taught a real non-use of the divine glory in the state of humiliation. Brenz says, 
"Christ became like another man. So it is said, not that Christ was not a true man, 
made up of a body and a rational soul, but because he took on all sorts of human 
weaknesses in the manner of men: he was born, he grew, he gained in strength and 
intellect, he needed food and drink, he hungered, thirsted, sat, went from place to 
place. According to the divine form that he had, he could have been seen from the 
very beginning of his incarnation, not only in a heavenly body that needed neither 
food nor drink nor local movement, but he could also display the highest wisdom and 
speak in the language of the angels. But because it was the time of humiliation, he 
wanted to become like another man and be subject to human weaknesses. . . . Born in 
Bethlehem, he had no honor able place in the inn, but was sent away to the stable and 
put in a manger; very poor he wandered about and had not, as he laid his head down; 
called to the sick, he came to the Lord as a servant; he washed the feet of the 
disciples, which is slave labor. Captured by the rulers, he received many pranks like a 
servant. What needs much words? Isaiah calls him a servant by heavenly father's 
command." (De divina maiestate etc., p. 82; in Frank III, 337 f.) Furthermore, Brenz 
says: "His parents only offered a pair of doves for his redemption (Lésung). They fled 
with him to Egypt and raised him up by the work of their hands. All these things 
belong to the servant's estate (sunt servilia). When he grew up, he had no dominion 
(dominationem), but became a servant of other people. He wandered from place to 
place to preach the Gospel; he healed people's diseases and washed the disciples' feet. 
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The Crypto-Kenotic dispute. * 
At the beginning of the 17th century (1619-1627), a dispute about the 
state of humiliation took place within the Lutheran Church between the 
theologians of Tiibingen and Giessen. 7° 


That is truly to be a servant, not a master. . . Because he was the incarnate Son of 
God, he could have needed only the heavenly attributes of spirit and body, namely 
that he would have felt no sadness, no fear, no pain in the spirit, and would have felt 
no cold, no hunger, no thirst, no weariness in the body. . . . But for the sake of man's 
salvation he wanted to become like men, but without sin. That is why he hungered, 
thirsted, perspired, froze, felt pain and sadness, was subject to all evils and therefore 
to death. (Expl. in epist. ad Phil. to ch. 2:7.) Likewise the Swabians in their 
"Declaration" of 1565 of Christ in the state of humiliation say Christ "did not know 
all things, did not see all things, did not hear all things, did not do all things, although 
the power of God, into which he was set through personal union, is infinite and 
unwritten. — Therefore, even though he truly died on the cross and lay in the tomb, 
he heard nothing with his bodily ears, saw nothing with his bodily eyes, spoke 
nothing with his tongue, nor did he do anything else that His Majesty could do, and 
yet the Son of God did not leave this body, but personally remained united with him 
and through his death now alone our salvation—to which then also belongs the 
obedience, that he remained obedient to the Father in the form of a servant—and at 
that time did not want to do anything else in him, because that he received his body, 
that he did not see decay. ... In the same way, when a man sleeps or is raptured, his 
body lies there, and sees, he hears, hears and speaks nothing; he understands nothing, 
he knows nothing about himself or about other people as long as he sleeps, and yet he 
remains a true, whole, personal and reasonable man; for his body and soul are 
together, although the soul has the effect described above. . . has none in sleep". (In 
Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk 2 II, 368.) 

760) Tiibingen: Lukas Osiander, Melchior Nikolai, Theodor Thummius. 
Giessener: Balthasar Mentzer, Justus Feuerbyrn. 
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Both parts, also the people of Giessen, declared that they wanted to record 
that Christ, in the state of humiliation according to human nature, the 
possession (ktro1c) belonged to the divine majesty. The people of Giessen 
thus do not belong to a class of modern kenoticists like Thomasius, who in 
their doctrine of the state of humiliation deny Christ the possession of the 
"relative" divine attributes according to the divine nature, and thus also 
according to the human nature. In the dispute between the Tiibingen and 
Giessen people, the main issue was how far Christ, according to the human 
nature, was to use (ypyjotc) the divine glory that had been communicated to 
his human nature through the unio personalis. When it is usually said that 
the Giesseners stood for a real deprivation (kév@otc) of use, and the 
Tiibingeners for a mere concealment (kpbyic) of use, the facts of the matter 
are thus very imprecisely described. 7° Because the people of Tiibingen are 
in favor of a retractio of divine glory in the execution of the high priestly 
office. Since the Tiibingeners taught a retraction of divine glory in the 
exercise of the high priestly office, that is, in relation to the orientation of the 
ministry of the Redeemer or the performance of satisfactio vicaria, they did 
not teach a mere concealment (kpvyitc), but a real renunciation (kév@otc) of 
the use of divine majesty. Thummius explicitly describes retractio as a 
withdrawal of the use of omnipotence, retrahere exercitium omnipotentiae. 
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and ruled the whole universe,’ the answer to the question posed in this way 
is neither yes nor no, but rather a division of the question. It must be firmly 
established that Christ was present in statu exinanitionis even according to 
the humanity was present to creatures (praesentia Christi secundum 
humanitatem apud omnes creaturas etiam in statu exinanitionis). Of course 
not according to the visible, spatial way, as he was in the manger in 
Bethlehem and in the temple in Jerusalem, but according to the "third", 
"supernatural, divine way", according to which he is one person with God. It 
must never be forgotten: Because the humanity of Christ is assumed into the 
Person of the Son of God, it is eo ipso everywhere where the Person of the 
Son of God is. After the incarnation of the Son of God, that is, even in the 
state of humiliation, there is no Son of God outside his human nature (extra 
carnem). This fact is given with the concept of the Incarnation, 5 A0yoc oapé 
eyéveto, and comes still more emphatically to the statement that in the 
human nature of Christ as its body dwells the whole fullness of the Godhead. 
74) Wherever we place the Son of God—even in the state of humiliation—in 
his being in the world, we must let him remain within his humanity (intra 
carnem), unless we wanted to transform the unio personalis into a mere unio 
mystica or sustentatio, that is, to spend it. This truth, namely, the presence of 
Christ among creatures according to the humanity even in the state of 
humiliation, is expressed in the well-known words of Luther in the Formula 
of Concord: “Now, since He [Christ] is such a man as is supernaturally one 
person with God, © and apart from this man there is no God, it must follow 
that also according to the third, supernatural mode He is and can be in every 
place where God is, and all things are through and through full of Christ, 
also according to the humanity, not according to the first corporeal, 
comprehensible mode, but according to the supernatural, divine mode. .. . 
And if you would point out a place where God is, and not the man, the 
person would already be divided 


763) Thus Balthasar Mentzer in Necessaria et iusta defensio. Opp. I, 1319; with 
Gieseler III, 2, 328. 

764) Joh. 1:14; Col. 2:9. 

765) If this expression makes you wonder, think of Col. 2:9. 
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where God is, and not the man, the person would already be divided. . . . No, 
friend, wherever you place God, there you must also place with Him 
humanity; they do not allow themselves to be separated or divided from one 
another. There has been made [in Christ] one person, and it [the Son of God] 
does not separate from itself the [assumed] humanity. °° Only two kinds of 
people can deny the praesentia Christi apud creaturas secundum 
humanitatem from their wrong point of view. First of all the Reformed, in so 
far as they let the Son of God, even after his incarnation, be no less outside 
than within his human nature ’°” and thus let the unio personalis go. Then 
the modern kenoticists, because they came from the whimsical thoughts that 
the Son of God, according to his divine nature, had abandoned his world 
position or had withdrawn from creatures by discarding omnipotence, 
omniscience and omnipresence. For if the Son of God was in a position of 
humiliation minus world position, especially minus omnipotence and 
omnipresence, according to his divine nature, he could of course not make 
human nature, which had been assumed into his person, present to the 
creatures. But anyone who wants to remain unaffected by the Extra 
Calvinisticum and the modern kenosis must neither deny nor tamper with the 
truth that Christ was present to creatures in the state of humiliation even 
according to his humanity. Insofar as this happened within the Lutheran 
Church in the crypto-kenotic dispute and also later, one fell short of 
Scripture and confession. One also contradicted oneself, inasmuch as one 
wanted to hold on to the unio personalis and confess the axiom, in which the 
unio personalis is expressed against the Reformed error: Neque caro extra 
Aoyov, neque A6yog extra carnem. 1°) 


766) Miiller, p. 693, § 83. 84. [Trig/. 1045, 81-84] 767) The Extra 
Calvinisticum. 

768) The later theologians Calov (Syst. VII, 619. 624), Scherzer (Syst., 237 
sqq.), Hollaz (De pers., qu. 58), as well as C. F. W. Walther (Baier | 11. 62. 63). — 
That the praesentia ad Aoyov or the unio personalis does not divorce the praesentia 
ad creaturas can be seen in Gerhard. Gerhard also repeats the saying that the 
personal union of natures in itself does not relate to the creatures, since personal 
union is also conceivable if one imagines the creatures as not existing. But as soon as 
Gerhard starts to describe the personal union or praesentia ad Aoyov he immediately 
brings into his description the presence with the creatures. He says (De pers., § 218): 
"Because Christ's flesh was immediately elevated into the person 
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The other part of the question, whether Christ already in the state of 
humiliation ruled the whole universe also after his humanity, is to be 
answered with No, if the sense of the question is that, whether the humanity 
of Christ in the state of humiliation already in the same degree as in the state 
of exaltation, i.e. plena maiestatis usurpatione, took part in the world 
government, only with the difference that what secretly (/atently) took place 
in humiliation became outwardly apparent in the state of exaltation. But 
since at this point in the crypto-kenotic dispute and, moreover, mistakes 
were made on both sides, it is necessary to describe the world standing of 
Christ according to human nature before and after the exaltation on the basis 
of Scripture. 

Even in the state of humiliation Christ has a world position according to 
human nature. First of all, in so far as Christ's miracles performed in 
humiliation were carried out by his human nature. If Christ changed water 
into wine, calmed the storm, drove the fish into the net, raised the dead, this 
was certainly a mighty power effect on the world and nature. But this power 
effect did not take place outside but within his human nature and therefore 
through it. And this was a "through," not as in the case of miracle-working 
prophets and apostles, as the Reformed teach,’ but a "through," whereby 
the human nature of Christ was instrumentum personaliter 


of the Logos at the first moment of the incarnation and was personally united with 
him, so after the incarnation has happened neither the Logos is outside the flesh nor 
the flesh outside the Logos, and therefore the Logos is never and nowhere separated 
from his flesh, nor the flesh separated from the Logos, but, where" (namely in the 
world) "you put the Logos, there" (namely in the world) "you must also put the flesh, 
lest a Nestorian separation of the person consisting of both natures be introduced, as 
the saved Luther addresses in the book 'That these words "This is my body" still 
stand firm'.” Admittedly, one could think away from the creatures in the unio 
personalis, but in thinking away one must not forget that nevertheless the creatures 
find there and remain there, and that the Son of God did not assume a human nature 
in his person in a world that was thought away, but in a world that actually existed, 
and thus put it with the creatures wherever his Person is. In short, it is a mere playing 
with words when later dogmatists, in contrast to Luther and the Formula of Concord, 
want to separate from the so-called praesentia intima the praesentia apud creaturas. 
Scherzer and Hollaz clearly prove this. 

769) The detailed presentation p. 288 ff. 
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coniunctum, instrumentum ovvepyov, mere instrumentum aepyov. All 
Lutheran teachers agree on this. This is what the Decisio Saxonica also 
wanted to record when it stressed that Christ, in the state of humiliation, had 
done his miracles "secundum utramque naturam", that is, also according to 
human nature. 7” But only the only occasional divine work of power in the 
miracles of Christ, but also the continuous and uninterrupted divine world 
preservation and world government (continua et incessans conservatio et 
gubernatio mundi), which Christ in his humiliation says of himself: "My 
Father works up to now, and I also work",’”” did not take place outside but 
within his human nature and in that sense also through human nature. Just as 
there is no being of the Son of God outside human nature in the state of 
humiliation, so there is also no divine effect, thus also no world preservation 
and world government of the Son of God in the state of humiliation, outside 
his human nature. The Christian Church understands this too. When she 
sings, "He who is a little child became little, who alone preserves all things", 
she does not mean this as a mere way of speaking, that is, she does not only 
refer the preservation of all things to the divine nature with the exclusion of 
the human or with the exclusion of the child, but she also lets the little child 
participate in this work. And this is the truth of the Tiibingen's saying that 
the little child in the manger also rules the world. It is as one. This is the 
truth of the Decisio Saxonica when it wants to relate the words of Christ: 
"My Father is working up to now, and I am also working" only to the 
individual act (particulare opus) of healing the Bethesda patient and not to 
the lasting effect in the world. 7” The Decisio 


7710) Decisio Saxonica, p. 53: Extra omnem aleam dubitationis versatur, quod 
eiusmodi miracula Christus secundum utramque naturam fecerit. (Cf. Calov VII, 
629.) 

Fil) Joh. a7; 

772) Decisio, 1. c. - The right thing met Calov (Biblia IMlust, on Jn. 5:17): Cum 
prius illud de Patre explicetur semper operante inde a creatione usque in hunc diem 
conservando res conditas, omnino etiam hoc posterius de Filio, utpote de quo idem 
eadem ratione offertur similiter iutelligendum erit, neque tantum ad miracula 
restringendum Sabbato edita, aut de imitatione exempli Patris explicandum, sed de 
identitate ope— 


Here, however, the question of the difference between the estates is 
raised with force. If every effect of power, thus also the effect of power on 
the world in the state of humiliation, took place within and in that sense also 
through human nature, how does the state of exaltation still differ from the 
state of humiliation? It must be said: The state of exaltation is peculiarly and 
distinctively associated with the sessio ad dextram, that is, a divine 
omnipotence through human nature to the degree or in the fullness that 
human nature thereby has the plena usurpatio maiestatis divinae, is 
completely radiated by divine glory and is placed on the ruler's throne in the 
world and the Church (inthronisatio Christi secundum humanam naturam). 
These are the statements often made at Chemnitz, in which the difference 
between the states is determined by the fact that the Godhead allows His 
Majesty to enter into or come to the fore in the assumed human nature in a 
state of humiliation to a lesser or incomplete degree, in a state of exaltation 
to a greater or more complete degree. 7) The "more" or "complete" for the 
state by exaltation 


774) It is sufficient to read about this in chapter 33 of "De duabus naturis", 
where it says for example: Exinanitio Phil. 2. non significat privationem, ablationem, 
despoliationem ... plenitudinis divinitatis, quae in Christo corporaliter habitavit ab 
ipso momento conceptionis, sed respicit usum seu usurpationem eius, quod scilicet 
infirmitate tecta non semper tempore exinanitionis in humana natura Christi luxerit 
et per eam plene ac manifeste se exseruerit, virtutem enim divinam present et 
corporaliter inhabitantem ab operatione in humanitate et per humanitatem Christi 
paulisper retrahens et retinens ... permisit naturales proprietates et reliquas 
assumptas infirmitates quasi solas in humana sua natura praevalere, praedominari et 
se exserere [Google] Furthermore: Jn illa natura, in qua divinitas Aoyov propter 
hypostaticam unionem super omnia excellentissimo modo lucere et operari debebat, 
gloriam, potentiam et operationem suam tempore exinanitionis quasi infirmitatibus 
tectam occultavit et ab opere, sicut Ambrosius loquitur, retraxit, ut tantum naturales 
proprietates et infirmitates 
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by exaltation consists in being lawful at the right hand of God. It was 
therefore not spoken in accordance with Scripture if the people of Tubingen, 
and before that Brenz’ Christ, wanted to ascribe the sessio ad dextram Dei to 
Christ according to human nature, even in the state of humiliation. 7”) Being 
in heaven (esse in coelo) is already attributed to Christ in the state of 
humiliation. 7” Sitting on the right hand side, on the other hand, belongs 
only to the state of elevation. ’”” For just as the human 


in assumta carne inesse et praedominari viderentur, idque non tantum externa facie 
coram hominibus, verum etiam coram ipso Deo. .. . Per sessionem vero ad dextram 
Dei ingressus est in plenariam et manifestariam usurpationem et ostensionem eius 
potentiae, virtutis et gloriae Deitatis, quae tota plenitudine personaliter in assumta 
natura ab initio unionis habitavit, ut nunc non amplius, sicut in exinanitione, se 
contineat, retrahat et quasi lateat, sed ut in assumta, cum assumta et per assumtam 
humanam naturam plene, manifeste et gloriose exserat, [Google] (p. m. 216-218.) 
Also Hollaz (De statu exin., qu. 110): Christus communicatam carni suae maiestatem 
divinam non semper eodem modo exseruit, sed a conceptione usque ad mortem et 
sepulcrum eiusdem plenum usum retraxit et inhibuit, vivificatus autem ad dextram 
Dei eandem plene usurpavit, Ex quo oritur duplex Christi status. [Google] 

775) Melchior Nikolai (in Quenstedt II, 560): Christum secundum humanam 
naturam iam inde a primo conceptionis momento sedisse ad dextram Dei Patris, non 
quidem modo gloriose maiestatico, sed sine illo et sub forma servi. Likewise Brenz 
speaks in his Catechism: Quod attinet ad humanitatem Christi, consedit quidem ipsa 
rei veritate ad dextram Dei, quam primum Verbum caro factum est. Una enim est 
persona, Deus et homo, revelatione autem et glorificatione non ante dicitur ad 
dextram Dei consedisse, quam resurrexit a mortuis et ascendit ad coelum. [Google 
(Catechism, Viteb. 1594, p. 189.) 

776) It has already been proved in detail (p. 231 ff.) that it is quite in accordance 
with Scripture to ascribe a being in heaven to Christ in the state of humiliation even 
according to human nature. If Quenstedt includes the saying that "Christ had 
ascended into heaven even then, when he was excepted in God" in the antithesis (II, 
560), this is not correct. But this being in heaven in a state of humiliation is not 
synonymous with the sessio ad dextram Dei. It gains this meaning only through the 
relevant nearer definition such as 1 Petr. 3:22: ev de&14 tov Seot mopsv9E'ts sic 
OVPaVOV KTA. 

777) Luther (St. L. VI, 2104): "After his departure, he" (Christ according to 
humanity) "has begun to sit there" (at the right hand of God) "to be seated. Humanity 
has not sat there before." Calov: Docet Scriptura, Christum non a primo conceptionis 
momento, ut Domini Wuertembergici volebant, sed in ascensione demum ad dextram 
Dei exantlatum esse, Marc. 16:19; Eph. 1:21; 4:10 At quid aliud sessio ad dextram 
Dei quam plenissimum illud in coelo et terra dominium importat? [Google] (Systema 
VIL, 626.) 
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nature of Christ remained in the form of a servant during the temporary 
miracles (opera particularia), for example during the calming of the storm, 
it also remained in the form of a servant and unenlightened during its 
participation in the world government, which according to John 5:17 already 
took place in the state of lowliness. The words Joh. 17:5: “And now, O 
Father, glorify thou me (Sd€ao6v ps) with thine own self with the glory (ty 
806En) which I had with thee before the world was” are about a glorification 
that only comes about through the exaltation. At the same time, at this point 
the glorification is described as such, which does not just refer to a revelation 
to the outside world, but also to the state of human nature itself. Only now is 
the human nature of Christ in its fullness penetrated and radiated by the 
divine glory, so that it is placed on the throne of world dominion, with the 
complete elimination of the servant form. This is what the Swabians also 
seem to have meant when they, like Brenz, put it down to "revelatione": et 
glorificatione: "According to revelation and glorification, Christ is not said 
to sit at the right hand of God until he had risen from the dead and ascended 
into heaven." 7’”® But their way of speaking, that Christ already in statu 
exinanitionis has the sessio ad dextram Dei, was not according to Scripture 
and gave rise to confusion among themselves and even more among others. 


Judgments on the Crypto-Kenotic dispute. * 

What is one to think of the crypto-kenotic dispute? Calov, the most 
pugnacious and without doubt most astute theologian of the 17th century, 
judges: "Perhaps the gentlemen of Giessen and the gentlemen of Tiibingen 
differed only in the way of speaking" (fortassis modo loquendi tantum 
differebant). "”) He justifies this judgement as follows: "Those [the 
Giesseners] maintained that Christ in the state of emptiness truly emptied 
himself, but only as to the use of divine glory; 7° but these [the people of 
Tiibingen] did not deny 


778) Cf. Calov VI, 625. 779) Syst. VII, 618 sq. 

780) The people of Giessen also claimed that they did not want to deny the 
universality of being Christ according to human nature in the state of humiliation 
(propinquitatem carnis Christi ad creaturas substantialem). But they did not want to 
call it omnipresence. (Cf. Scherzer, Syst., p. 233.) 
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that Christ had truly emptied himself,’*!) but their assertion was that Christ 
had led the general rule in heaven and on earth in a hidden way,’®”) which, 
irrespective of orthodoxy, could be admitted by the gentlemen of Giessen to 
such an extent that ktjotc or the possession of divine glory had been hidden 
and had also not manifested itself everywhere and without interruption with 
regard to yprjoic or its use. ’*%) In my opinion, they could have easily come to 
an agreement if they had only understood each other properly in the heat of 
the dispute. For the Giesseners did not deny that Christ possessed divine 
omnipotence and omniscience of potency (actu primo); nor did they deny 
that Christ actually_used these attributes (actu secundo), even if not so 
perfectly and perpetually, especially when the Giesseners admitted their 
omnipresence in the state of humiliation with regard to being inseparable 
from creatures (quantum ad é6\a0Taciav).". Calov's remarks on the state of 
humiliation are among those parts of his dogmatics that bear the traces of 
fleetingness, while Quenstedt devoted a very detailed and careful treatment 
to the same subject. 7 But Calov's incomplete treatment of the dispute is 
more objective and impartial than Quenstedt's. On the one hand, Calov 
rebukes the Wiirttembergers for having, contrary to Scripture, advocated a 
primo conceptionis momento of sitting at the right hand of God; ®°) on the 
other hand, he reproaches the Giesseners for the fact that one could also 
speak of a hidden use of divine majesty in relation to the general world 
government "without prejudice to Orthodoxy". Of course, Calov should have 
explicitly referred to the derailment of the Giesseners in his dogmatics 7° if 
they did not want to refer Joh. 5:17 ("My Father works until now, and I also 
work") to the general world 


781) The people of Tiibingen said that Christ had in truth emptied or emptied 
himself in all those things which could have hindered the work of redemption, 
namely the performance of obedientia activa and passiva. (Baumgarten, Streitigk. II, 
488.) 

782) The people of Tiibingen rightly referred to Joh. 5:17. 

783) The mistake of the people of Giessen consisted only in the fact that they 
made the attempt to relate pydCeo9ai only to miracle healing. 

784) Systema II, 476 sqq. 557 sqq. 785) L. c., p. 626. 

786) Cf. his execution on Joh. 5:17 in his Biblia Ilustrata. 
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government or if they wanted to exclude Christ's human nature from it. 
Finally, Calov also rightly points out that what the "Decisio Saxonica" set up 
as the main point of contention was not denied by the Wiirttembergers. 


787) 


As far as the judgement of more recent theologians is concerned, most 
see in the dispute between the Tiibingen and Giesseners a proof "that it could 
not go on like this", i.e. that in Christology one had to leave the old paths and 
plough a new one. Semikenoticists like Thomasius claim that the kenosis of 
the Wiirttembergers and the Giesseners did not go far enough. The kenosis 
of the use of the divine attributes according to human nature must be 
developed into a kenosis of the possession of the working divine attributes 
according to divine nature. Only in this way was a truly human life of Christ 
on earth conceivable. The Pankenoticists consider this further training to be 
insufficient and demand that the divine ego of the Son of God be offered to 
"steerability" as a reconciling sacrifice by transforming the divine ego into a 
human ego. The newer Unitarians do not want to have anything to do with 
the metamorphoses of the Godhead that the kenoticists accept. But they see 
in the cryptic-kenotic dispute a confirmation of their demand to break with 
the "two-nature doctrine" altogether, to let the man Christ exist in person and 
to find the "Godhead" of Christ in the fact that God had "worked" or 
"revealed" the man Christ only in a "unique", "absolute" way. ”° We believe 
that all these attempts at formation contradict the historical reality as 
witnessed in Scripture, and we believe that we have sufficiently 
demonstrated this. 


, that is, the fact that the 


787) L. c., p. 624. 625. 788) Loci, De pers., § 218. 316. 
789) Wagenmann, RE. 2 VII, 644. 790) Ritschl, Harnack, also Seeberg. 
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Son of God, after the Incarnation, has no being and no activity outside of his 
human nature (extra carnem), and thus the Extra Calvinisticum must be 
rejected in every respect. If Lutherans nevertheless become divided, this can 
only be because, as a result of the personal excitement that a dispute easily 
generates—Calov says: "propter aestum disputationis""—they lose sight of 
their own proper position on this or that point. This was the case with the 
Giesseners and the Saxon "Decisores" as well as with later theologians, 
when they a) partly denied Christ’s praesentiam apud creaturas secundum 
humanitatem [presence among creatures according to humanity], partly did 
not want to_call it omnipresence, b) showed inclination to exclude Christ 
according to the human nature from world preservation and world 
government altogether (regnavit mundum non mediante carne). They did 
both in contradiction with their own doctrine of the unio personalis, 
according to which the Son of God, after the Incarnation, has no being and 
no activity outside his humanity (extra carnem), in contradiction with their 
own rejection of the Extra Calvinisticum and in contradiction with explicit 
statements of Scripture. ”!) This was the main impetus that the people of 
Tiibingen took to the position of the people of Giessen. ”” Admittedly, the 
people of Giessen immediately carried out a partial self-correction by 
conceding that Christ, without destroying his servant form, had carried out 
such interventions into the kingdom of nature and the world government as 
are present in the miracles of Christ (the feeding of the five thousand, the 
stilling of the storm, etc.), even according to human nature. The intention 
was a good one on both sides. The Giesseners were anxious to preserve the 
humiliation or servant form 


791) Joh. 3:13; 5:17. 

792) At the end of a small writing in 1625, Thummius says about the tendency 
of the Tiibingeners' position: "that by this means the guiltiness is sought and 
maintained, that he [the dear Savior Christ], both in the state of his humiliation and 
exaltation, remains inseparable from all creatures in person, completely and in all his 
official functions, may this doctrine thus be provided that no Nestorian, Jesuit, 
Calvinist . . . nor some other enthusiasts ... can stay and hide among them, as if it 
were safest to refrain from all unnecessary scrupulation, research and dispute, give 
honor to Christ Jesus and remain with the simplicity now shown, so that the weak in 
faith will not be annoyed, the adversaries will not be pleased, and the bond of peace 
with such a high breaking off of the Church of God will not be triggered and torn 
apart. (Kurzer und einfdltiger Bericht etlicher strittigen Fragen usw. Tiibingen, etc.) 
Tiibingen 1625, p. 16) 
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of Christ. But they lost sight of the fact that we human beings can only 
determine, on the basis of Scripture, how much use of the divine majesty is 
compatible with self-emptying or servant form. On the other hand, the 
people of Tiibingen endeavored to preserve the unio personalis even in the 
state of humiliation. They rightly advocated that the Son of God, after his 
incarnation, has neither an esse nor an operari outside of humanity. But they 
were not justified in concluding from the unio personalis that Christ is 
already entitled to the sessio ad dextram Dei in the state of humiliation, since 
Scripture attributes the sitting at the right hand of God to Christ only in the 
state of exaltation. 

Whoever started the dispute is of little consequence to the matter in 
hand. Baumgarten sees the blame on the part of the Tiibingeners, who, with 
their doctrine of the "concealment" of divine majesty in the state of 
humiliation, have made the contradiction of the. Giesseners would have 
caused. ”°7) But we must not forget that the "concealment" of the divine 
majesty in the state of humiliation by the Formula of Concord doctrina 
publica was in the Lutheran Church,’ after the events of Luther and 
Chemnitz. If we look at the controversy which has been public since 1619, 
Wagenmann judges ’°) historically more correctly that this controversy was 
initiated by Balthasar Mentzer of Giessen, namely by a statement about the 
omnipresence of God. Mentzer had, in his argument with the Reformed 
expressed the view that the omnipresence of God was not to be defined as 
being universal (adessentia simplex), but always as universal action 
(omnipraesentia operativa). Mentzer was first contradicted by his own 
colleagues, the theologians J. Winkelmann and J. Gisenius from Giessen. At 
the instigation of Landgrave Ludwig von Hessen, the dispute was settled by 
declaring that the nature and effect of the divine omnipresence could not be 
separated. There the matter could have rested. But Mentzer was not satisfied. 
He turned to the chancellor of the University of Tiibingen, Matthias 
Hafenreffer, for an expert opinion. Hafenreffer 


793) Theol. Streitigk. I, 313 f. 
794) Miiller, 680, § 26: "What majesty he... in the state of his humiliation kept 


secretly." [Trigl. 1023, 26 
795) RE. 2 VII, 641 f. 
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seems to have had reservations about getting involved. He left it for almost 
two years. But Mentzer repeated his request for an expert opinion. And now 
a report came in against Mentzer. The Stuttgart Consistory had also 
expressed the wish that Dr. Mentzer would spare the troubled church with 
such "innovation". Theological correspondences followed. But soon the 
matter was dealt with in public pamphlets. Both parties claimed that the 
other had first gone into public. The people of Tiibingen contradicted both 
Mentzer's definition that the omnipresence of God is always to be 
understood as an active omnipresence and the conclusion Mentzer drew from 
his definition that Christ, according to His humanity, does not deserve divine 
omnipresence in the state of humiliation. They reproached Mentzer that with 
his assertions he pushed aside the unio personalis as the reason 
(fundamentum) of Christ's omnipresence according to his humanity and thus 
violated the unio personalis. The same questions appear again in the 
"Decisio Saxonica", which already excluded the questions in the title. 
What should we think of these questions? The question whether the divine 
omnipresence is to be defined as divine omnipresence (omnipraesentia, 
adessentia simplex) or as divine omnipresence (omnipraesentia operativa) 
contains a false opposition. It is to be said: Wherever God works, God is also 
there. God never works in absentia. ’” As far as the working of the 
omnipresent God on creatures is concerned, it can be said on the basis of 
Scripture: Wherever God is, there he works, or he lets his working rest 
(retrahit, suspendet operationem) according to his pleasure (quando voluit). 
We cannot say on the basis of Scripture that where God is, He must 


796) 


796) Solida verboque Dei et libro Concordiae christianae congrua Decisio 
quatuor illorum .. . controversorum capitum principaliorum de vera descriptione et 
fundamento praesentiae Dei eiusque Filii Iesu Christi apud creaturas, nec non de 
incessante et plenario dominio Christi secundum humanam naturam in statu 
humiliationis, et quid humiliatio, exinanitio et evacuatio Christi sit. In the German 
edition: "Of actual description, also of the main reason for the presence of God and 
His Son Jesus Christ with creatures, as well as of the constant and complete 
governance of Christ according to his human nature in the state of humiliation, and 
what the humiliation and expression of Christ is. 

797) Ps. 139:7-10; Acts 17:27-28. Opposition against some Reformed. See 
Baier, ed. Walther, II, 23. 
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also work in every way. Of course, God always works in so far as the 
creatures are maintained in existence and in their natural activity solely by 
God's work. ”®) In other respects, Scripture also attributes to God a resting or 
suspending effect, a jovyaCewv. God was always present with the Canaanites 
in all their iniquities. But He rests His punishing omnipotent hand, because 
according to His divine judgment the iniquity of the Amorites was not yet 
full. ””) God's punishing work was only carried out when God's time had 
come. This also applies to God's work in showing his goodness. "If thou 
givest them, they gather; if thou openest thy hand, they are filled with good 
things. If you hide your face, they will be terrified."®°° According to 
Scripture, as Chemnitz in particular pointed out, this rest and work has also 
taken place instead of the quite unique connection between God and man in 
Christ. One and the same whole fullness of the Godhead was bodily in 
Christ's human nature before and after the Exaltation. But in humiliation the 
Godhead was only partially and temporarily revealed through action in the 
human nature, whereas in the state of exaltation the Godhead of Christ in his 
human nature comes uninterruptedly and completely to efficacy and thus 
also to revelation. Chemnitz says that Christ in humiliation "withdrew and 
held back the present and bodily indwelling divine power from the efficacy 
(ab operatione) in and through human nature a little (paulisper retrahens et 
retinens), so that it was veiled before God and man by weakness (infirmitate 
tecta), while in the state of exaltation it comes fully, manifestly and in glory 
to the efficacy (plene, manifeste et gloriose se exserit)". ®°” In relation to the 
omnipresence of Christ according to the human nature, therefore, this is how 
things stand: Since, from the Incarnation, Christ's divinity dwelt not outside 
but within humanity as its own body, from the Incarnation onwards it made 
itself present to humanity without any extension wherever it (the divinity) 
was. Thus, even in the state of humiliation according to 


798) Acts 17:28, 25; Ps. 104 799) Gen. 15:16. 
800) Ps. 104:28-29. 
801) De duabus nat., c. 33, p. 216-218. 
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The humanity, Christ does not have a merely imagined and possible 
(potential), but a real and essential (essential) omnipresence. This is the 
teaching of the Formula of Concord when it says that from the Incarnation 
"all things are full of Christ through and through, even according to the 
humanity, not in the first, bodily, comprehensible way, but in the 
supernatural, divine way". The Formula of Concord also adds that by 
denying this truth the Incarnation of the Son of God or unio personalis is 
annulled. °°” Christ's being everywhere according to the humanity must 
therefore also be recorded for the state of humiliation. But as far as the effect 
or activity or revelation of the divine majesty in the human nature and 
through the human nature of Christ is concerned, according to the Scriptures 
there is a minus and a plus, namely a partial and temporary effect or activity 
or revelation in the state of humiliation 8) and a complete and lasting effect 
or activity or revelation in the state of exaltation. °° Thus Luther, Chemnitz 
and the Formula of Concord, as can be seen from the quotations given. A 
false contrast is also contained in the question that was finally the core 
question in the crypto-kenotic dispute, namely the question whether the 
actual and next foundation (fundamentum proprium et proximum) of the 
omnipresence of Christ according to the human nature is the unio personalis 
or God's will and pleasure or the exaltation to the right of God. This contrast 
between unio personalis on the one hand and God's will, God's promise, 
exaltation on the part of God, etc. on the other hand, would only have a 
meaning if at the Incarnation of the Son of God only about one third of the 
fullness of the Godhead had entered into human nature. But since it is 
certain, and the people of the Giessen wanted to state it, that the entire 
fullness of the Godhead dwells in the human nature of Christ in the flesh, it 
is also certain and had to be stated by the people of Giessen that the will of 
God, the promise of God and the ascension to the right hand of God is not a 
foundation outside and beside the unio personalis or the entire fullness of the 
Godhead, which in Christ's human nature already dwelt in the flesh from 
conception. It is in 


802) Miiller, 692, § 81-83. [Trigl. 1045, 81-83] 803) Joh. 2:11; 1:14: 
5:17. 
804) Luke 24:26; Joh. 17:5; Eph. 1:20-23; Matt. 25:31. 
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the unity of these factors—the fullness of the Godhead, God's will, God's 
power and action—it is well-founded that Scripture not only ascribes the 
raising of Christ from the dead to the glory of the Father,®°°) but also says 
that Christ raised himself up and took back life of his own power. *°° That is 
why Chemnitz insists almost to the point of weariness that everything that 
was given to Christ according to the humanity by the will of God and 
especially also by the exaltation, does not come to him "from elsewhere and 
from outside" (aliunde et ab extra), but only through the unio personalis. Of 
those who teach differently and want to derive what Christ has been given to 
humanity from a source other than the unio personalis, Chemnitz judges: 
evertunt unionem personalem, they overturn the personal union. He uses the 
harsh words on this point: "No man of sound senses (nemo sanus) will say 
that the exaltation and glorification of human nature has come from outside 
or from elsewhere than from personal union" (ab extra vel aliunde quam ex 
hypostatica cum Deitate unione accessisse). ®°” Chemnitz uses these harsh 
words because the assumption of a source of reference other than the unio 
personalis must be based on the idea that there is something greater than all 
the fullness of the Godhead, who from the moment of conception has lived 
in human nature. And like Chemnitz, the Formula of Concord knows only 
the unio personalis as the foundation of all that "is said of the majesty of 
Christ according to his humanity" in the state of exaltation and humiliation. 
Four successive paragraphs describing the divine majesty of Christ 
according to the human nature in both states begin with the words: "For the 
sake of this personal union", "propter hanc hypostaticam unionem". ®°® It is 
at first strange that so soon after the Formula of Concord one could seriously 
ask the question whether Christ's omnipresence according to human nature in 
the unio personalis or in the will of God or in sitting at the right hand of God 
had its fundamentum proprium. These false contrasts can only be explained 
by the fact that the Giessen and Saxon decisors had partially lost sight 


805) Rom. 6:4. 806) Joh. 2:19-23; 10:18. 
807) De duab. nat., c. 33, p. 216. 808) Miiller, 679, § 23-26 [Trigl. 103, Sol. 
Decl., VU, 23—26] 
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of the incarnation of the Son of God and the unio personalis. But this is how 
it will be in the Christian Church until the end of days. It will remain the 
case that both in the life of individual Christians and theologians and in the 
life of the Church as a community, divine truth must be acquired and fought 
for anew, again and again, against contradiction from within and without. 

A few words should also be said about the fact that in the opinion of 
more recent theologians the cryptic-Kenotic dispute has come over the 
church with a kind of natural necessity. The controversy is explained as a 
natural consequence of the fact that Christological differences, which were 
not settled before the Formula of Concord between the Swabians and the 
Saxons, especially between Brenz and Chemnitz, were not carried out, and 
that the Formula of Concord was only a compromise. °°”) These "opposites" 
have already been pointed out earlier. Here, we shall recall what has already 
been mentioned, and add what has not yet been mentioned. Just the most 
important of these "opposites" are invented, as Frank has already clearly 
proved. °!° It is not a Swabian peculiarity to speak of a concealment or 
secrecy of the divine majesty in the state of humiliation. Rather, these 
expressions are used throughout by the "Saxon" Chemnitz in De duabus 
naturis, and they have therefore also passed over into the Formula of 
Concord without compromise. And Swabians and Saxons could indeed not 
avoid describing the deprivation or humiliation as the non-use or 
concealment of divine majesty, because they agreed on both sides that Christ 
possessed divine majesty according to human nature from conception. ®!) 


809) Luthardt, Dogmarik, 11th ed., p. 225; Dorner, Glaubens!.2 II, 341; Loofs, 
RE.3 X, 261; Nitzsch, Dogm., ed. Horst Stephan, 1912, p. 520. Dorner, op. cit.: “No 
wonder that the only appeased opposites in the dispute between the Tiibingen and 
Giesseners came apart again.” 

810) Theol. d. Konkordienf. I, 210 ff. 

811) When talking about contrasts between Chemnitz and Brenz, one should not 
completely forget how Chemnitz himself spoke about this point. Polycarp Leyser 
reports: "Jn quam sententiam" (it was about the praesentia generalis, that is, about 
the omnipresence of Christ according to the humanity in all creatures) "Dr. 
Chemnitius said on December 28, 1582 in conventu at Quedlinburg, which I 
distinguished ex ore ipsius: that I should say that Brentius was wrong in this and did 
not understand it: 
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Likewise, it is not a Saxon peculiarity to understand the relationship between 
deity and humanity in Christ as the effect of deity in and through humanity. 
Luther too grasps humanity as a "hand-tool", that is, an instrument, of the 
Godhead. The fact that Luther had thought of the relationship between divine 
and human nature as "rigidly physical" is a fiction of dogmatic history. 
Furthermore: When Dorner thinks that Chemnitz was only done violence by 
the Swabians because he had only let himself be "pushed" by the Swabians 
to the teaching "that mankind had been in possession of the divine attributes 
from the beginning". *!”) then it can be said: According to all that we know 
of Chemnitz at all, Chemnitz never had any other teaching than that in 
Christ's humanity the whole fullness of the Godhead dwelt bodily from the 
very beginning. If there was no opposition between Swabia and Saxony on 
these decisive points, there was no reason for a compromise in the Formula 
of Concord, and therefore the dispute between the Tiibingen and Giessen 
people cannot be attributed to the "unimportant opposites" in the Formula of 
Concord. On the contrary, one must say that the quarrel of the Tiibingen and 
Giessen people was unnatural, if we judge it from the Lutheran point of 
view, which both wanted to record with seriousness. The people of Tiibingen 
inferred from the possession of the divine majesty in the state of humiliation 
their way of speaking that Christo, even in the state of humiliation, was 
entitled to sit at the right hand of God, and the people of Giessen inferred 
from the humiliation or the "servant figure" of Christ that Christo, in the 
state of humiliation, could not, according to human nature, participate in the 
preservation of the world and world government. Both acted un-Lutheran. 
What is given in detail on the one hand with the possession of the divine 
majesty, on the other hand with the servant form and is compatible with 
these concepts, Lutherans let themselves be told by the Scriptures 
themselves. This is the Lutheran principle that the Formula of Concord so 
powerfully inculcates. *'*) By disregarding this principle recognized by both 
sides, the people of Tiibingen fell into 


God will protect me well for the bravado, because Lutherus in scriptis dialecticis also 
thought of that." (Rechtmeyer, Braunschweig Church History V, Supplement to 
Chapter I, p. 16) 

812) Glaubenslehre I, 341. 

813) Formula of Concord Miiller, 685, § 52-53. [Trig/. 1033, Sol. Decl., VII 
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contradiction with the scriptural passages, which let the sitting at the right 
hand of God according to the humanity only begin with the exaltation, and 
the Giesseners got into contradiction with the scriptural statements, which do 
not exclude Christ in the state of humiliation and according to the humanity 
from the work of the Godhead, especially also from the world preservation 
and world government (Joh. 5:17). Moreover, both parts became 
inconsistent. The people of Tiibingen again very definitely restricted the 
sitting at the right hand of God in the state of humiliation. They expressly 
rejected "plenarium et universalem usum acceptae maiestatis in statu 
humiliationis" on the grounds that the plenarius usus would have made 
vicarious satisfaction impossible and would have transferred the subsequent 
elevation to glory already into earthly life. *'4) The people of Giessen, too, 
greatly qualified their assertion that participation in the world government by 
human nature was not compatible with the servant form. They did so by 
allowing the miracles of Christ, including such interventions in the world 
government as the stilling of the storm, to be performed by human nature, 
without claiming that this reduced the servant figure to mere appearance. 
The people of Giessen only wanted to reject the participation of human 
nature in the uninterrupted divine effect on the world mentioned in Joh. 5:17. 
And in the way the "Decisio Saxonica" argues here, there is a very alarming 
inconsistency. The "Decisio" argues against the people of Tiibingen that 
Christ's participation in the world government according to the humanity 
would reduce the whole earthly life of Christ, especially his abandonment of 
God and his suffering and death, to a mere appearance. Words such as these 
appear in the execution: "May the Most High prevent such appearances".°!°) 
As is well known, Zwingli also drew Luther's attention to the fact that Luther 
connected things with each other that were impossible to reconcile. 

Zwingli tried to make clear to the audience in general and to Luther in 
particular, with quite an effort of rhetoric, that the "being in heaven" (esse in 
coelo), which Luther attributed to Christ according to the humanity already 
in the state of humiliation,®!® 


814) Calov, Syst. VII, 625. 
815) Decisio Saxonica, p. 40 (in Calov VII, 627): Prohibeat Altissimus eiusmodi 
simulationem! 
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is not suitable for the earthly life of Christ, but turns it into a mere 
appearance. Christ had demonstrably eaten and slept and even died on earth. 
But all these things obviously did not send themselves for a being in heaven. 
Luther replied with the deductio ad absurdum that the things mentioned 
were even less suited to being in God, that is, to the fact that the Son of Man 
formed one Person with God, because according to all human calculation 
personal union with God leaves no room for eating, sleeping, suffering and 
dying. But if one admits the greater, the personal being in God, it would be 
foolish not to admit the lesser, the being in heaven. Thus, according to 
Luther's process, the "Decisio Saxonica" should also have said: "It is higher 
and greater that the humanity of Christ in God, indeed with God, is one 
person, because it participates in the preservation and government of the 
world. If the greater does not abolish the form of a servant, neither does the 
lesser." So the "Decisio" would also have been overridden by the conversion 
of Joh. 5:17. In short, the crypto-kenotic dispute was, from the Lutheran 
point of view, not a natural necessity, but unnatural. As a natural necessity 
this controversy appears only to the more recent theologians, who consider it 
an edition of theology to present the proclaimed great mystery of God's 
Incarnation "cognitively", i.e. in a way that human reason understands, and 
therefore partly demand that a circumcision be made on Christ's divinity, 
partly urge that the whole "doctrine of the two natures" be abandoned. In this 
self-imposed goal of modern theology of the positive and negative 
generation the complaint about the "unfinished" of the Formula of Concord 
is rooted, together with the regret that the Lutherans could neither in the 
cryptic-kenotic dispute nor later on decide to leave the old paths, i.e. to 
continue the old kenosis to the modern kenosis or to give up the "two-nature 
doctrine" altogether. 

However, the offence caused by the dispute between the Tiibingen and 
Giessen residents was a great one. 


816) Based on Joh. 3:13, St. L. XX, 965 f. Cf. above 232 f. 
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is eminently part of the life history of the Christian doctrine of the Person of 
Christ. Think of the annoying incidents at church assembies in the fourth and 
fifth centuries. Adolf Harnack, in the interest of his Unitarianism, cannot 

refrain from pointing out these annoying things in his lectures on "The 
Nature of Christianity". *!” 


On the terminology relating to humiliation and exaltation. * 

Above all, it must be noted that the use of the Formula of Concord, 
according to which concealment and non-use of the divine majesty are used 
as synonyms,®!®) does not betray "docetism", but is completely correct. The 
humiliation is 1. real and actual, not merely apparent, concealment (kpvyic), 
namely concealment of the divine majesty, inasmuch as Christ in the state of 
humiliation was and remained not merely nominal or reduced, half, but 
wholly essential God, and yet in his life on earth did not appear as God, but 
as a man like other men who are not God. It is worth recalling Frank's words: 
"The expression 'concealment and ambush’ has. . ... its perfect justification in 
the fact that in the perfect possession of Majesty from the moment of 
incarnation the servant figure of the incarnate was in any case a shell under 
which this Majesty was hidden."*'®) To this cover belongs in detail, that the 
one who was and remained God was born in humiliation, was subject to the 
duty and punishment of the Law given to man, fled, had neither property nor 
houses (Matt. 11:27), hungered, thirsted, lived on gifts (Matt. 8:20), wept, 
bound, beaten, mocked, condemned, crucified, and finally had himself killed 
and buried. This was certainly a real and strong veiling of the divine majesty. 
The general offence, which one takes in our time at the expression "veiling", 
comes from the fact that one does not let Christ 


817) Wesen des Christentums, S. 79. [What Is Christianity, p. 134 — see here, p. 


122-125 
818) Miiller, 688, § 65; 679, § 26. [Trigl. 1039, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 65; 1022 
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be God in his earth life either at all (Pankenotics) or only ,half 
(Semikenotics) or not yet (Dormer) or at all only nominally (Ritschl, 
Harnack). With the possession of the divine majesty during humiliation, the 
veiling of the divine majesty during humiliation is always given, as Frank 
correctly remarks. — The humiliation is 2. real and genuine, not merely 
apparent, self-emptying (kévotc, éavtov éxévwos), not indeed a self- 
emptying with regard to the divine nature, but certainly a self-emptying with 
regard to the human nature, which self-emptying consisted negatively in the 
renunciation of appearing in divine form (i.e. in the non-use of the majesty 
communicated to it), positively in the acceptance of the servant form and the 
general human habitus (oyjua). To this genuine self-renunciation belong 
precisely all the pieces of veiling mentioned, from the lowly birth to the 
letting oneself be killed and buried in view. The low birth was a veiling of 
the divine majesty and at the same time a non-use of the divine majesty 
according to the human nature to which it was given. Death was a disguise 
of divine majesty, which disguise consisted precisely in the non-use of 
divine majesty according to human nature. This is precisely the 
representation of the Formula of Concord, in that it juxtaposes concealment 
and non-use of the divine majesty as synonyms, for example in the words: 
"What [divine] majesty Christ had in his conception, even in the womb of his 
mother, but, as the Apostle testifies, renounces it, and, as Dr. Luther 
declares, was kept secret in the state of humiliation (secreto habuit) and was 
not always, but when he wanted, needed (usurpavit). And as for the state of 
humiliation the expressions non-use and concealment are used as synonyms, 
so for the state of exaltation the expressions use and revelation are used. *?° 
The description of humiliation and exaltation also corresponds to this, if it is 
taken into account that in the state of humiliation not a complete non-use but 
a partial use of the divine majesty was allowed. In this case, humiliation is 
described as partial non-use and concealment and exaltation as total use and 


820) Miiller, 688, § 65. [Zrig/. 1039, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 65] 
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revelation. °*") The confusion in the dispute between the Tiibingen and 
Giesseners was largely due to the fact that "concealment" and "non-use" 
were opposed to each other instead of using them as synonyms in writing 
and according to the process of the Formula of Concord. Through this false 
opposition, which was set up in contradiction to Luther, Chemnitz and the 
Formula of Concord, the car was pushed onto a wrong track. 

More incidental matters concern the following: In the Formula of 
Concord (p. 679, § 26 [Trigl. 1022, 26]), in the description of Christ's 
exaltation, it says that it is "nothing else, but that he has completely laid 
aside the form of servant. . . and put into the complete possession and use of 
the divine majesty according to the assumed human nature". The expression 
"complete possession” is at first sight disconcerting, because the confession 
of faith usually says that the state of exaltation consists in the full use, full 
revelation, and the revelation of divine majesty. To find in the expression 
"complete possession" a limitation of the confessional statements in which 
Christ, in the state of humiliation, is attributed the possession of the divine 
majesty par excellence, is not acceptable, because the immediate words are: 
"What majesty he had in his conception, even in his mother's womb, but ... 
.. not always, but when he willed, needed it." That is why Frank correctly 
says:*) 

“The completeness of the possession of the majesty on the part of the human 
nature was not present in the state of the humiliation only in so far as to such 
completeness [of possession] the unrestricted use, the revelation manifesting 
itself everywhere is counted.” The expression plena possessio is based on 
the idea that one possesses what one does not use as if one did not possess it. 
And this idea is given in Scripture itself. The Scriptures speak of a 
possession of divine glory that was already present in the state of 
humiliation, Joh. 1:14: "We saw his glory", Joh. 2:11: "He revealed his 
glory", as well as of a possession that only occurred in the state of exaltation, 
Joh. 17:5: “Now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the 
glory which I had with thee before the world was.” The Scripture thus gives 


821) Miiller, 688, § 65 [Trigl. 1039, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 65]; likewise 
Chemnitz De duabus nat., p. 218, in his defense against the Reformed charge that he 
mixed up the estates. 
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the idea that the possession in the state of humiliation becomes a possession 
in the full sense of the word only through the transfiguration. 

It has already been explained that the expressions "to be in heaven" 
(esse in coelo) and "to be at the right hand of God" (esse ad dextram Dei) are 
not synonymous. Being in heaven is attributed to Christ according to the 
humanity already in the state of humiliation, while being at the right hand of 
God is attributed to him only in the state of exaltation. Brenz should 
therefore not have said (De personali unione, 1561, F. a. 1) that Christ, 
according to human nature, had already ascended into heaven through the 
Incarnation and was placed at the right hand of God, since only the former 
corresponds to the way of speaking of Scripture. On the other hand, 
Quenstedt should not call it an oversight that the Tiibingeners taught that 
Christ had already ascended to heaven through the Incarnation. °7?) Likewise, 
V. E. Léscher should not have so excused Brenz's talk of ascension to 
heaven through the Incarnation: “He [Brenz] does not understand specialem, 
biblice dictam et determinatam ascensionem, rather latam et generalem or 
elevationem humanae naturae assumtae.” ®) The ascensio in coelum per 
incarnationem facta is ascensio biblice dicta. Since Christ remained in 
heaven at the Incarnation after the Deity, as all those who do not want to let 
a "rupture in the Trinity" come through the Incarnation admit, and since 
humanity is assumed into the Deity, Christ truly could not avoid being in 
heaven even according to the humanity. And this is what he explicitly says 
about himself in Joh. 3:13. So Loofs, too, could have spared himself his 
astonishment and his mockery of Luther: "The Incarnation would then rather 
be an ascension of the humanity of Jesus. °°) This is precisely what of Christ 
Nicodemus testifies to, and with which he substantiates the fact that the Son 
of Man can testify to the "heavenly things” on earth. 

We find that Lutheran teachers both deny and ascribe to Christ in the 
state of humiliation the "divine figure" (uop@r Beov). Thus, in one and the 
same sermon Luther says, on the one hand, "Thus now Christ expresses 
himself in divine form, in which he was"; and, on the other hand, Christ 
"made Himself 


823) Systema II, 560. 824) Historia motuum I, 272. 
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a stranger to the same [divine form]."; on the other hand: "Christ took the 
form of a servant and yet remained God and in the form of God.” ®® Both 
are true, but in different ways. The singularity and alienation with regard to 
open Oeov refers to the removal of the usus, namely the usus plenarius, and 
the remaining in poper Veo refers to possession and limited use. Thus 
Luther explains himself: "Paul himself interprets what he calls ‘servant form’. 
. . that he has laid aside the figure of divine majesty and born of God as he 
truly was. Though he does not discard the divine form so that it cannot be 
felt or seen; for in this way no divine form would have remained, but he did 
not take it on himself, and did not flaunt it against us, but rather served with 
it, for he did miracles", etc. 

Furthermore, when Lutheran teachers say that the exalted Christ is the 
Christ "in divine form" and the humbled Christ is the Christ "in servant 
form", Lopey Geov is the fully developed divine form or usus plenarius, 
while pope SovAov is Christ in disuse or only partial use of the divine form. 
It is also meant when the humiliation is briefly defined as the depositio of the 
divine form and the exaltation as the collatio of the divine form. °?” 

To designate the omnipresence of Christ after humanity in the state of 
humiliation and exaltation, the expressions omnipraesentia intima and extima 
were used especially by later theologians. In relation to this terminology, it 
should be said that if the term omnipraesentia extima is used to designate the 
sessio ad dextram Dei or the lawfulness of the throne of omnipresent 
dominion, which only occurs with exaltation, then the matter is correct. But 
if the omnipraesentia extima is opposed to the omnipraesentia intima in such 
a way as to exclude the presence of Christ among creatures in the state of 
humiliation—and this expression was used by later theologians—then there 
is an unthinkable and unimaginable thought and a violation of the unio 
personalis. This is shown by later theologians Scherzer *”®) 


826) St. L. XII, 471. 472. 474, 827) Scherzer, Syst., p. 221. 253. 
828) Scherzer, Syst., p. 237 sq. 
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and Hollaz.. Hollaz writes, De pers., qu. 58: Praesentia intima est, qua 0 
Oyos adest carni et caro Adya, ita nt nec AOYOs sit extra carnem nec caro 
extra Aoyov. Praesentia extima est, qua Oyo una cum carne et caro una 
cum XOyo@ creaturis praesentissime adest, ita ut nuspiam et nunquam sit 
hOyos post factam unionem, ubi non sit caro. Praesentia extima est 
consequens praesentiae intimae et ex hac per immotam consequential 
inferior [Google]. Hollaz formulates the objection raised against this as 
follows: Ubi est unum unitorum, ibi etiam est alterum quoad praesentiam 
intimam, non autem semper quoad praesentiam extimam. Sic caro semper 
prdesen fuit A0yq, ubi ille extitit, neque tamen ex eo sequitur, quod caro 
prdesen fuerit creaturis extra hOyov existentibus. [Google] Hollaz answers: 
Sublata praesentia extima tollitur etiam intima. Nam quidquid non 
indistanter adest ibi, ubi XOyos praesens est, illud ne quidem ipsi hoyo 
indistanter (without separating space) praesens est. Ratio est manifesta, quia 
quae alicubi differunt ut distans et indistans, ut praesens et absens, illa duo 
ibidem sibi invicem non sunt praesentia. Quodsi igitur alicubi praesens 
creaturis est 0 A0yos, ubi ab iis distat caro, ibi praesenti Oyo non 
indistanter praesens est caro adeoque Oy0o¢ erit extra carnem. Sed si A6yo¢ 
est extra carnem, datur didotna inter naturam divinam et humanam Christi, 
quo ipso vinculum unionis personalis dissolvitur. [Google] Furthermore: 
Sicut caro exinanita actu, non solum potentia, fuit unita to Ady, ita etiam 
actu, non sola potentia praesens fuit, ubi 6 hOyos fuit. [Google] Hollaz then 
rightly cites the words of Luther and the Formula of Concord. 

The expressions have been used to describe the participation of human 
nature in the almighty action of divine nature in the state of humiliation: The 
Son of God in the state of humiliation always worked in and with human 
nature (in et cum carne), but not always through human nature (per carnem). 
829) These expressions are only used in the Biblical-Lutheran sense if it is not 
denied that both the miracles of Christ and his teaching by virtue of divine 
knowledge (Jn 1:18) took place through human nature, and also that the 
preservation of the world and world government (Jn 5:17) did not take place 
outside but inside the flesh, and in this sense also through the flesh. When 
the 


829) So Dannhauer, Hodos Phaen. VIII, 339. 
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per carnem is restricted to the state of exaltation, it must denote the usus 
plenarius of the divine majesty or inthronisationem secundum humanam 
naturam. The same is to be said of the saying that the mere omnipresence 
which was already due to Christ in the state of humiliation according to 
human nature became, in the state of exaltation, a reigning or all-effective 
omnipresence. This omnipresence peculiar to the state of exaltation is then to 
be taken in the sense that it denotes "totaeml et plenum maiestatis divinae 
usum in exaltatione" [the whole and full use of the divine majesty in 
exaltation] (Gerhard). Scripture speaks of the effect and dominion of the 
exalted Christ in such a way that the effect and dominion of Christ in the 
state of humiliation is left out of consideration. 8 Christ is King—and not 
just a titular king—in the state of humiliation *°) and becomes King through 
the exaltation. °°?) A moment contrary to Scripture only interferes when, in 
the "reigning or all-effective omnipresence" of the state of exaltation, Joh. 
5:17: "My Father works up to now, and I also work" is denied, in other 
words, when it is denied that all the power effects of the Son of God 
remained and took place in the state of humiliation within human nature 
(intra carnem). 


2. The Individual Parts of Humiliation and Exaltation. “ 

Humiliation includes all events of Christ's earthly life from conception 
to burial. The fact that the descent into hell (descensus ad inferos) cannot be 
counted among the state of humiliation results from the scriptural concept of 
the descent into hell, which still has to be explained. The entire period of 
humiliation is dealt with by Scripture under the overall title: at Huépat tS 
oapkKoc. *3) This is the time in which Christ, in the interest of his ministry — 
namely in the interest of the performance of the satisfactio vicaria— 
renounced the appearance in the likeness of God, entered into the likeness of 
human beings, and did not refuse to suffer and die on the cross. 

Conception and birth of Christ. * That the incarnation itself or the 
assumption of a human nature does not fall under the concept of humiliation, 
if Scripture places humiliation 


830) Eph. 1:20-23. 831) Isaiah 9:6; Luke 2:11. 
832) Acts 2:33-36. 833) Hebr. 5:7. 
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in opposition to exaltation, has already been explained in detail. °° The 
humiliation in the Incarnation lies in the mode of the Incarnation. The Son of 
God did not become man in such a way that he would have connected with 
himself a fully developed human nature, for instance through a direct act of 
creation, as it is the case with the creation of Adam. Rather, the Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments point very emphatically to this special way of 
incarnation, in that the Son of God "out of a woman" (sk yvvaikdc 0), as the 
"fruit of the body" of Mary (0 kapndcg Tg KoIAias tis Maptiac)*>” and so has 
become a partaker of the flesh and blood of the children of man, in response 
to human lowliness and weakness of the flesh and blood. Thus the 
conception and birth of Christ belong to humiliation in so far as there is a 
lowly way of becoming human in them. This mode of the Incarnation is also 
thoroughly official in character. Christ had to begin his work of Redemption 
early. It was a vicarious representation of a holy human life from the first 
beginning. That is why the mediator between God and man deals with the 
general human becoming. The causal nexus of the lowly incarnation with the 
redemption of humanity is clearly testified when Scripture says that God sent 
His Son into the world by the way of birth from a woman and with 
subordination to the Law, with the intention (iva) of ransoming those under 
the Law (&anéotetrsv). 88° Luther and the Lutheran teachers rightly remind 
us that miracles are not to be conceived outside of Scripture in the 
conception and birth of Christ. 8°”) However, the explicit teaching of 
Scripture is the conception by the action of the Holy Spirit and the virgin 
birth, as already mentioned under "Peculiarities of the human 


834) p. 328, 835) Gal. 4:4; Luke 1:42. 

836) Gal. 4:4-5. in addition the words of Kromayer: Christ per omnes aetatis 
nostrae gradus venit, ut immundam nostram conceptionem et nativitatem radicitus 
curaret. [Christ comes through all the stages of our age to root out our impure 
conception and birth.] (Theol. pos.-pol. IT, 91.) 

837) Cf. Luther, StL. XI, 123 f. Among the miracles conceived outside of 
Scripture is also the opinion of the ab initio [from the beginning] complete training of 
all members of the body (Basil, Leo the Great, most of the Romans, some Reformed 
and also some Lutherans, such as Himmelius). about the danger for the faith that is 
connected with the poetry of miracles cf. Chemnitz, Harm, ev. to Luke 1:57 ff., p. m- 
99. 


366 > The Doctrine of Christ [English edition ~ 307-308] 


nature of Christ"*?®) has been proven. Otherwise, these two terms: to be a 
virgin and to be a mother are contradictory. With the unique Mother, the 
most blessed among women, both are a fact. All teachers, old and new, who 
deny this fact are rightly counted as heretics, because here there is a direct 
contradiction with Scripture. *°°) If especially newer theologians, such as 
Theodore Kaftan, for instance, see the virgin birth as "religiously 
worthless"*” , we have to do with a projection of the human ego, which sets 
aside the authority of Scripture and makes itself the measure of all things. 
From the virgin birth, as an undoubted doctrine of Scripture, we must 
distinguish the question whether Mary gave birth to the Son of God clauso 
utero [closed womb]. The Lutheran teachers rightly leave this to itself, but 
declare it possible because of the communication of the attributes. °4) 

Here also the semper virgo is to be discussed, that is, the question 
whether Mary, after having become the mother of the Savior of the world as 
a virgo through the action of the Holy Spirit, had now become the mother of 
other children while still married to Joseph “). The old Church answered the 
question with no. *?) So did Luther **) and the Lutheran teachers. * The 
more recent theologians 


838) p. 75 ff. Nicenum; M., p. 29: Incarnatus est de Spiritu Sancto ex Maria 
virgine et homo factus est. 

839) Quenstedt II, 576. 

840) Nitzsch, Ev. Dogmatik 3, p. 583. 

841) Baier UI, 85: Ilud autem, quod quidam putant, Mariam clauso utero 
peperisse Filium, incertum est.[But the fact that some think that Mary gave birth to 
the Son with a closed womb is uncertain.] Scherzer, Syst., 179. 181: An virginitas 
Mariae asserta id postulet, ut Dominus clauso utero exierit, curiose quaeritur. 
Sufficit prodiisse salva virginitate. .. Calviniani aperto utero prqdiisse ideo docent, 
quod clauso ob negatam idiomatum communicationem prodire non potuerit, At nos 
com. id. adeoque possibilem etiam clauso utero transitum asserimus. [Google] 
Formula of Concord, 688, 100 [Trig/. 1007, F. C., Sol. Decl., VII, 100]: Hoc modo 
[ut loco non circumscribatur, da er seinen Raun nimmt noch gibt] creditur de 
sanctissima virgine Maria natus esse. [This (illocal) mode, according to which He 
neither occupies nor vacates space, He used, as it is believed, when He was born of 
His mother, the most holy Virgin Mary. ] 

842) Helvidius and the Antidicomarranites in the 4th century were considered as 
abnormalities. Jerome wrote against the former, Epiphanius against the latter. RE.2 
V, 764; I, 451. 

843) St. L. XX, 2098: "Helvidius, the fool, also wanted to give Mary more sons 
after Christ from these words of the evangelist: ‘And [Joseph] knew her not till she 
had brought forth her first-born Son.’ Such he wanted to understand, as if she had had 
more sons after the first son; the coarse fool! To this St. Jerome answered finely." 

844) Chemnitz, Harmonia ev. to Matt. 1:25. 
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are divided. **> Otherwise, if Christology is orthodox with a theologian, he 
will not yet be counted among heretics because he gives Mary other bodily 
children after the birth of the Son of God. *4° But it is to be firmly rejected 
when those who advocate bodily brethren vote for a sharpened "exegetical 
conscience" and look down somewhat disparagingly on those who take the 
opposite view. Also the Sieffert article in RE. 7, which also appears in RE. 3, 
also has these manners in it. One can have other reasons for wanting to give 
Mary other bodily children besides Christ. But a proof from the Scriptures 
cannot be given for this. Least of all from the a> od, Matt. 1:25, and the 
mpwtotoKoc, Luke 2:7.°4” But also not from the scriptures, in which 
"brothers" and "sisters" of Christ are mentioned. **) 


845) Luthardt reports to Joh. 2:12: Sieffert, Wieseler, Neander, Weil, Bleek, L. 
Schulze decide for brothers of Christ in the true sense of the word, and for cousins 
Hofmann, Lichtenstein, Lange. To the latter belong also Hengstenberg and Keil. 
David Brown (in Commentary Critical and Explanatory on Matt. 13:55) wants to 
leave the question undecided, while his co-worker Fausset on Gal. 1:19 chooses 
"cousin". Dummelow tries to weigh up the pros and cons on Matt. 12:46 
(Commentary on the Holy Bible). 

846) Quenstedt I, 159. 

847) Cf. the statement of Chemnitz in the Harm. ev. to Matt. 1:25: gas ob, 
donec, priusquam, until that etc. do not say anything about whether what did not 
happen up to that time or what happened afterwards happened or not. Chemnitz 
proves this on the one hand with Gen. 19:22; Lev. 12:4; Acts 25:16, on the other 
hand with Gen. 8:7; 1 Kings 15:35; 2 Kings 6:23; Matt. 28:20 etc. The latter series of 
scripture texts Chemnitz characterizes correctly: ita negat praeteritum, ut non ponat 
futurum [so he denies the past, so as not to posit the future]. Meyer says the same for 
instance, but he thinks he can conclude from zpmtétokoc that Mary gave birth to 
other children afterwards. But Chemnitz is right when he says: De primogenito facilis 
est responsio. Nam in lege, quando iubentur primogenitos offerri Domino, non est 
sensus, exspectandum esse, donec post primum nascatur alius. Sed primogenitus 
vocatur non tantum post quem nati sunt alii, verum etiam ante quem nullus natus est, 
etiamsi sit unigenitus, hoc est, etsi postea nullos alios habeat fratres, tamen vocatur 
primogenitus. [Google] 

848) Matt. 12:46 ff.; 13:55 f.; Joh. 2:12; 7:3 ff.; Gal. 1:19 — Matt. 
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Education, increase in wisdom and visible change on earth. “ Of 
course, we cannot address the education (educatio) of the boy Jesus in the 
sense as if the bad habits of 


that every word should be taken first in its proper and first meaning is correct. But the 
same applies to the word "son" in the text: "Is he not the carpenter's son (vidc)? 
Therefore all Anti-Ebionites, because they understand by vidc in this passage not a 
natural son but an adopted son, can without all exegetical problems of conscience 
also include the adjacent ade oi and ddeA@ai as adopted brothers and sisters. In the 
same way they also understand "father" as an adoptive father in the words Luke 2:48: 
"Behold, thy father and I have sought thee sorrowing.” If one objects that Scripture 
itself offers this definition of "son" and "father", it should be pointed out that the 
same is the case with regard to the "brothers". Gal. 1:19 the apostle James is called 
"the brother of the Lord", Tax@Bov tov adeA@ov [James the brother]. But the apostle 
James (minor) is not a son of Joseph but of Alphaeus according to the apostles (Matt. 
10:3), Idk@Boc 6 tod AAgaiov. Those who nevertheless want to give bodily brothers 
to Christ must resort to very dubious "exegetical means". They have to claim that the 
James mentioned in Gal. 1:19 does not belong to the apostles at all. The words: "I 
saw not another of the apostles but James the brother of the Lord" are to be 
interpreted as follows: "I saw not another apostle, but I saw James the brother of the 
Lord. Fritzsche refers to a "notus Graecismus" (Ev. Matt., p. 482). Meyer rejects this. 
According to Gal. 1:19, one has to grant James, the "brother of the Lord", the 
predicate "apostle"; only he was an apostle in a broader sense and therefore not 
identical with the son of Alphaeus in the list of apostles. But that Meyer himself does 
not trust this assertion is shown by the fact that he finally falls back on the "firstborn" 
(Matt. 1:25; Luke 2:7) to prove the bodily brotherhood. — It has been further 
objected that none of the brothers of the Lord, not even the one mentioned in Gal. 
1:19, could have belonged to the twelve apostles, because it says Joh. 7:5: "His 
brothers did not believe in him either". It also seems to Dummelow to be an 
"established" fact, "that none of the brethren were included among the twelve 
apostles". Only Matt. 17:17 Christ also calls the Twelve an "unbelieving and perverse 
generation", and v. 20 He explicitly attributes "unbelief" (&m10t0c) to them (see 
Bengel and Meyer). Just as here with the Twelve only relative unbelief is meant, 
namely weakness of faith with regard to the healing of the lunatic, so also by the 
context Joh. 7:5 is expressed what the unbelief of the brothers Jesus consisted in, 
namely in their dissatisfaction with the fact that Christ did not want to go to 
Jerusalem in a parade of feasts. In short, the safest thing to do is to make the apostle 
James, called Gal. 1:19, and brother of the Lord, be identical with the apostle James, 
called Matt. 10:3, and son of Alphaeus. One will have to keep with Chemnitz, who (1. 
c.) according to Jerome comes to the result: Mariam post partum (Matt. 1:25) aut 
cum Ioseph concubuisse aut filios ex ipso sustulisse non credimus, quia non legimus 
[We do not believe that Mary after childbirth (Matthew 1:25) either slept with Joseph 
or bore children from him, because we do not read]", namely in the Scriptures. 
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the flesh, as with other children, were to be restrained, would have been to 
restrain, since also the boy Jesus was éotoc dKkakos &piavtos KEYMPLOLEVOG 
Gnd TOV GpLaptwASv [“holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners”]. *49) 
The sinlessness of Christ was explained in detail under the "Characteristics 
of the human nature of Christ". ®° In cases of conflict with the parents, the 
son was right. °!) However, the boy Jesus learned and not only apparently, 
but really increased in wisdom ®*” according to the natural knowledge of 
human nature, since in the state of humiliation the divine knowledge rested 
within human nature, as far as this was officially required. That this 
"resting", although it could not be grasped and explained "cognitively", but 
was to be recognized as a fact on the basis of the "historical reality" attested 
to in the Scriptures, has been presented in detail in the genus maiestaticum 
and in the description of the essence of humiliation. °° — That Christ 
presented himself visibly to men is not humiliation in itself, since he will 
present himself visibly even in the Last Day. *“ But it belongs to the 
humiliation that he, who was and remained at the same time the eternal, 


According to one of the old traditions (cf. Eusebius III, 11 according to Hegesippus): 
the family relationship of the brothers to Jesus is as follows: Alphaeus (Cleophas) 
was a brother of Joseph, the foster father of Jesus. Alphaeus died early, and Joseph 
took the family to himself by adopting the children. Thus the children of Alphaeus 
became Jesus' adoptive brothers, his brothers par excellence in the legal sense. As 
Jesus himself is called Matt. 13:55 Joseph's son, although he was admittedly only an 
adopted son, so are James, Joseph etc. brothers of Jesus, even though they were only 
adopted brothers. The fact that adopted brothers are called brothers par excellence not 
only corresponds to the "Jewish usage of language,” but is still a common custom in 
America and elsewhere. There are a number of other points to consider when asking 
what the "brothers" Jesus are. A summary of the matter can be found in Sieffert, who 
advocates bodily brothers, RE. 2 and RE. 3 under "James in the N. T.". Under the 
same title, Lange takes the opposite position in RE.1. Cf. also Hengstenberg on Joh. 
2:12. Hengstenberg is fiercely opposed by Kahnis in "Zeugnis von den 
Grundwahrheiten", 1862, p. 89 f. — I have always advised not to spend much time 
and energy on the discussion of the question. But as has already been noted, it is to be 
firmly rejected when those who advocate bodily brothers try to give the impression 
that they represent the more exact view of history and exegesis. Such behavior lacks 


justification. 
849) Hebr. 7:26. 850) p. 77 ff. 851) Luke 2:48-49. 
852) Luke 2:52. 853) p. 180 ff. 


854) Matt. 25:31 ff.; 1 Petr. 4:13; 2 Thess. 1:7 etc. 
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essential Son of God,®*» did not come out as God-man, but as an ordinary 
man and let himself be treated accordingly by men. 

Suffering, death and burial. ‘ The suffering of Christ extends through 
the whole state of humiliation. The story of Christ's life on earth from birth is 
a story of suffering. *° For this reason, the accumulated suffering which fell 
upon him during the last two days of his earthly life, on Thursday and Friday 
of the week of suffering, has been called the great suffering (passio magna). 
The great suffering also includes the abandonment of God, which is 
expressed as a fact in the words: " My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken 
me?” &”) The meaning of abandonment by God is recognized when the 
substitutionary position of Christ is brought to bear. Christ is certainly not a 
sinner in his own person. The transfer of our sin to him is a purely juridical 
divine act: tov tu) yvovta Gpaptiav drép HUdV Gpaptiav éxoinosv. *® But 
this divine juridical act reached deep into the heart and conscience of Christ. 
He concluded that Christ felt the sin and guilt of man as his own sin and guilt 
in his soul. This is expressed when Christ speaks of his own sin and guilt 
already in the prophecy: “O God, thou knowest my foolishness; and my sins 
are not hid from thee.” ®°®” Therefore Christ also felt the wrath of God, that 
is, the judgment of condemnation or rejection of God, in his soul as if he 
himself had committed all the sins of mankind. Therefore, the desertio has 
been rightly described as sensus irae divinae propter peccata hominum 
imputata, and Christ's words of abandonment to God express a real fact. 
Following this, the question has also been discussed as to whether it is 
permissible to speak of Christ suffering the punishment or plight of hell. °” 
Bellarmin and other Roman Catholic theologians have expressed horror at 
this way of speaking. They have stooped to the statement that it is 


855) Joh. 8:58; Matt. 16:16-17. 

856) Baier UI, 86: Subiectus fuit magistratui, aliis par aut inferior habitus, 
explendae famis ac sitis causa edit et bibit, lassus dormivit, molestias laborum atque 
itinerum, pericula, tentationes, tristitiam, egestatem, contumelias etc. pertulit. 
[Google] 

857) Matt. 27:46. 858) 2 Cor. 5:21. 

859) Ps. 69:5. 860) Quenstedt II, 586 sqq. 
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an "outrageous ungodliness” to ascribe to Christ a suffering of hell torment. 
Even weakened Lutherans, like Hornejus, have rejected the expression. This 
apparent piety has rightly been called ignorance. Just as the punishment of 
sins is not merely temporal but eternal punishment in hell, and just as Christ 
took upon himself all the punishment that was to befall mankind, so it is 
scripturally certain that Christ's suffering is to be called the suffering of hell. 
Moreover, Scripture explicitly describes the agony of hell as the state in 
which men are rejected by God's face or abandoned by God. *°*” The fact that 
being forsaken by God in Christ does not last forever is rooted in the 
sovereignty of the person. That the person who is God was for a short time 
abandoned by God has the value of the eternal abandonment of all people by 
God. This is not a "compensation theory" thought up by men, but Scripture 
teaches this compensation through the sovereignty of the person of Christ 
wherever it lays its finger on the fact that we human beings are redeemed 
through the Son of God's actions and suffering. When we ask what it is about 
the abandonment of Christ, we turn our thoughts to the innermost part of the 
Redeemer's work 8”) of the mediator between God and man. Luther says: 
"No man can put this matter out in words as frank, short and simple as it is 
spoken. It does not speak of the bodily suffering of Christ, which is also 
great and heavy, but of his high spiritual suffering, as he felt in his soul, 
which suffering far surpasses all bodily suffering. . .. What this is, no human 
being on earth understands, no human being can reach or even cross out with 
words. For being forsaken by God is much worse than death. Those who 
have tried and experienced a little bit of it may have some time to think 
about it. But safe, raw, untried and inexperienced people know and 
understand nothing about it... .. From the example of Job one can understand 
quite a bit what it is to be forsaken by God. . . . Christ was also in truth 
forsaken by God, not that the Godhead was separated from mankind, but that 
the Godhead had withdrawn and hidden himself. . . . Must the just and 
innocent man therefore tremble and fear as a poor, damned sinner and in his 
tender, innocent heart 


861) So Matt. 8:12: 25:41. 862) Isaiah 53:11: »ywe] yy [HEBREW]. 
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feel God's wrath and judgment against sin, taste eternal death and damnation 
for us and suffer, in summa all that a damned sinner deserves and must 
suffer forever. ... He has to dampen and extinguish in his soul the high 
temptation, which is called being forsaken by God and the devil's fiery 
arrows, hellish fire and fear and everything that we have earned with our 
sins. In this way we have acquired the Kingdom of Heaven, eternal life and 
happiness, as Isaiah also says in Ch. 53: "He shall see of the travail of His 
soul and shall be satisfied".®°’ It would be quite improper, however, to speak 
of a despair (desperatio) of Christ. Desperation is godlessness and would 
contradict the sinlessness of Christ as witnessed by Scripture. Moreover, 
Scripture explicitly testifies that Christ, in his forsakenness from God, held 
fast the trust in God. 8 In the midst of abandonment he still calls upon God 
as his God. It goes without saying that in Christ's forsakenness the word 
"This is my dear Son, in whom I am well pleased. °°) Precisely because 
Christ takes upon himself the abandonment of God in place of human 
beings, he does the will of God and, under the wrath of God, remains at the 
same time the object of the highest love. “Therefore doth My Father love 
Me, because I lay down My life, that I might take it again 


863) St. L. V, 223 ff. 
864) Ps. 22:2. 20 ff.; Luke 23:46. 


865) Matt. 3:17. 


373 > Suffering, death and burial. [English edition ~ -313-314] 


take it again." °° — The death of Christ was a true death, because in the 
death of Christ took place that in which the essence of death consists, namely 
the separation of soul and body. All evangelists report this separation: Matt. 
27:50: done to mvebua; Mark. 16:37 and Luke 23:46: &énvevosv; Joh. 
19:30: napédKe to avevpna, Admittedly, because the death of Christ is the 
death of the Son of God, so not only the separated soul but also the body 
lying in the grave remained in personal union with the Son of God, the 
possibility of death with Christ is beyond the limits of human knowledge. 
But the fact of death is to be believed on the basis of Scripture. All those 
who speak of a suspended death of Christ—so not only gross rationalists, but 
also veil-makers *°°’—have their place outside Christianity. Quenstedt rightly 
calls the question whether Christ was a true man even in death a questio 
curiosa. The scholastics have raised the question, and some old Lutheran 
theologians have also strangely expressed doubts about the humanity of 
Christ in death. °°?) The confusion was caused by starting from the definition: 
"Man is a living being (animal, ens vivum)" and then denying the dead man's 
humanity either directly or indirectly (the latter by the distinction of 
humanity materialiter et formaliter). It must be said that although death did 
not originally lie in the destiny of human beings, but came about as a terrible 
judgment of God as a result of sin, Scripture nevertheless speaks of the dead 
as persons: “The hour is coming, in the which all that are in 


867) 


866) Joh. 10:17. There is therefore a false contrast when Calvin, Jnstit. I, 16 
11, says: Neque tamen innuimus Deum fuisse unquam illi (Christo) vel adversarium 
vel iratum Quomodo enim dilecto Filio, in quo animus eius acquievit, irasceretur? 
(“We do not, however, insinuate that God was ever hostile to him or angry with him. 
How could he be angry with the beloved Son, with whom his soul was well pleased? 
(Is. 42:1)”] Here Calvin suddenly forgot again the substitution of Christ, which he 
wanted to teach before and after the quote. 

867) The statement of Gerhard about the incomprehensibility of the death of 
Christ, Harm. ev., c. 202. 

868) Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 267. [10th ed. or 11th ed.] 

869) Balth. Meisner, Joach. Liitkemann (near Quenstedt II, 597). Thomas of 
Aquino, Summa II, qu. 50 (by Quenstedt IJ, 597): In illo triduo mortis corpus 
Christi non fuit vivum, ergo non fuit homo. Thomas even adds: Cum Christum vere 
fuisse mortuum sit articulus fidei, eum in triduo mortis fuisse hominem asserere 
haereticum est. [Google] 
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the graves shall hear his [the Son of God’s] voice, and shall come forth; they 
that have done good, unto the resurrection of life; and they that have done 
evil, unto the resurrection of damnation. ®” In addition, Scripture expressly 
mentions Christ, precisely in so far as he has given himself into death as 
mediator between God and man, and so precisely also in death, dvOpamoc. 
871) 

The descent into hell * (descensus ad inferos). The doctrine of the 
descent into hell that we confess in the Apostles Creed is based on | Petr. 
3:18 ff. Here, however, it is so clearly expressed that it has rightly found a 
place in the Apostles Creed. According to 1 Petr. 3, Christ went after his 
quickening (Cmonom sic) thus according to soul and body,*” to that place 
(mopevOsic) where the souls of such people who remained unbelievers here 
on earth (Gme18jouvtéc mots) are in prison (év mvAakt). What Christ did in 
prison is indicated by éxnpvéev. Knpvooevw does not mean "salvation" or 
"proclaiming the gospel", as the newer ones take for granted, but is a vox 
media and means shouting out loud, proclaiming, acting as a herald in 
general. 8) The word is used in the New Testament not only by the concio 
evangelical,®” but also by the concio legalis *”©: Which content the 
proclamation designated by knpvooevv has, must 


870) Joh. 5:28-29. 

871) 1 Tim. 2:5. 6. Quenstedt treats the disputed point almost too extensively, II, 
594 sqq. Dannhauer turns in particular against the otherwise excellent Liitkemann, 
Hodos. Phaep. VIII, 316 sqq. 

872) On the insertion of the descensus ad inferos into the Apostolic 
Symbolum cf. Miiller, Die Symb. Biicher, Introduction, p. 44 f.; Giider, RE.2 VI, 193 
f. 

873) Formula of Concord, Art. IX, p. 696, 2 [Trigl. 1051, F. C., Sol. Decl., IX, 
2]: “We simply believe that the entire Person, God and Man, after the burial 
descended into hell.” Quenstedt II, 535, writes about the succession of acts: 
Descensus temporis articulus est iuxta catenam actuum Petrinam momentum illud, 
quod intercessit inter Coonotnow et Gvaotaow Christi stricte sic dictam [Google] 
(the eradication as an apparition from earth). It goes without saying what Hollaz says 
about the mode of mopev& sic: Quamvis descensus . . . fuerit verus et realis, non 
tamen physicus aut localis, sed supematuralis motus fuit. [Despite the descent . . it 
was true and real, yet it was not a physical or local, but a supernatural movement. ] 
(Examination, De exalt., qu. 137.) 

874) Thomasius: knpvooew is simply called annuntiare, publice pronunciare. 

875) Matt. 4:23; 9:35; 24:14 etc. 

876) Matt. 3:1; Acts 15:21; Rom. 2:21. 
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result each time from the context. Here the context decides in several ways 
against the preaching of the gospel and for the proclamation of judgment. 
The text does not speak of people who have not had the opportunity to hear 
the word of God here on earth, but the knpvooew takes place in front of 
those to whom the word of God has been preached here on earth in 
abundance and persistently, and also under outwardly admonishing 
circumstances (building of the ark), but who rejected the word in unbelief 
and so perished in the Flood. Surely we have no right to forget that Scripture 
presents to us the generation that perished in the Flood as a type of 
generation that will be condemned in the judgment of the Last Day: "But as 
the days of Noah were, so shall also the coming of the Son of man be. For as 
in the days that were before the flood they were eating and drinking, 
marrying and giving in marriage, until the day that Noe entered into the ark, 
And knew not until the flood came, and took them all away; so shall also the 
coming of the Son of man be. Then shall two be in the field; the one shall be 
taken, and the other left.8””) But not only the closer connection, namely the 
description of the object in front of which the knpvbocew took place, but also 
the further connection only points to a judicial act. The Christians are 
admonished to patiently accept suffering and blasphemy on the part of the 
unbelieving world here in earthly life (oapxi), in expectation of the just 
judgment of God, which will be pronounced on all unbelievers and 
blasphemers in his congregation on the last day, chapters 3:14-4:7. This 
exhortation to patient suffering is emphasized by the example of Christ, for 
whom also the earthly life was a time of suffering, but who immediately 
after his coming to life has already presented himself to the spirits in prison 
as judge and will appear at the end of the world as judge over the living and 
the dead. Thomasius presents the further context well: "Our whole place is 
surrounded and permeated by thoughts of judgment. The apostle speaks of 
the suffering of the church. It stands, a small flock, in the midst of a world of 
unbelief and disobedience, exposed to the mockery, blasphemy and 
persecution of a crowd that reviled its good deeds in Christ, vv. 14 ff. Then 
Peter points 


877) Matt. 24:37-40; Luke 17:26-27. 
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them to the example of Christ, who also went the same way of suffering and 
contempt; but it was a unique suffering that went out in victory and glory, 
which turned for him into triumph over his enemies, who will now soon see 
him as judge over the living and the dead.. For the end of all things is near, 
ch. 4:7, which the faithful should consider and persevere in patience and 
suffering. If in the context of these thoughts there is a mention of those 
wicked men who in the days of Noah mocked God's admonition and the 
preaching that came to them through this herald (kjpvé) in word and deed (2 
Pet. 2:5), how can there be a place for the thought of saving sinners from 
destruction, for offering salvation to those separated spirits who in their 
former behavior serve as an example to the blasphemers of the present day? I 
think the whole context points to a judgmental self-evidence; the Apostle 
desires to show by an analogous case, on the one hand, how the Lord knows 
how to preserve His saints in their whole trial in the flesh and how, on the 
other, the unbelievers will in yonder world experience nothing but the 
judgment of destruction."°”®) 

The following erroneous thoughts about Christ's descent into hell are to 
be rejected: 1) Christ preached salvation or the gospel in hell, be it to all 
godless *” or to all godless including the devils *®° or to people who have 
not had the opportunity to hear the gospel here on earth. °°! For the latter 
thought one has referred to 1 Petr. 4:6: vexpoic evnyyedio'6n. But the very 
sentence "that they might be judged according to men in the flesh" (capki) 
makes us think only of a sermon of the Gospel which the dead heard in their 
former lives on earth. 88?) — 2. Christ 


878) Dogmatik Il, 265 f. 
879) Marcion; RE. 2 V, 233; Quenstedt II, 616. 


880) Origenes; RE. 2 XI, 108; Quenstedt II, 616. 
881) Cf. Giider in RE. 2 VI, 196; Strong, Syst. Theolo 
d. Prot. Theol., 


, UH, 707; Dorner, Gesch. 


882) Here there is only talk of God's purpose. If the result did not correspond to 
the divine intention, this makes the listeners objects of the wrath of God in the Last 
Judgment. (V. 5.) 
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descended to hell in order to suffer there. 88) The words knpvocew tots sv ev 
MvAAKH TvEevpaov certainly do not point to a suffering of Christ. Likewise, 
any suffering after death is excluded per se, because according to the account 
of the Scriptures, when the Spirit of Christ separated from the body, it was in 
the hands of the heavenly Father ***) and in Paradise °*) Acts 2:24 refers to 
Christ not according to the soul, but according to the body, which is 
personified and therefore thought to be bound or suffering by the state of 
death. — 3 The Reformed figuratively describe the journey to hell. They 
identify the descent into hell with the whole state of Christ's humiliation or 
suffering, especially with his severe suffering in Gethsemane and on the 
cross, or with Christ's death and burial. *°° The things mentioned are, of 
course, all scriptural teachings. But the Reformed position becomes contrary 
to Scripture when these things are to take the place of the 1 Petr. 3:18-20 
taught descent into hell. Likewise, the scriptural passage does not provide 
any occasion for the Roman Catholic teaching that Christ, by his descent into 
hell, is supposed to have freed the patriarchs and the saints of the Old 
Testament from the limbus patrum. (Catech. rom. , § 100 105.) — 4. 
impossible is also the relationship of our Peter passage to the "sermon on 
Noah". As certain as it is that the Spirit of Christ was also in Noah and 
through Noah preached to mankind before the Flood,®*” it is also certain that 
this sermon cannot be remembered in our Peter passage, since here the 
subject of exypvéev is expressly referred to as "the historical Christ", 


883) So Apinus, pastor in Hamburg, + 1553; Flacius, Clavis, under "Infernum". 
Cf. Frank, Theol. d. F. C_. Wl, 408 ff.; RE. 3 I, 228. 

884) Luke 23:46 885) Luke 23:43. 

886) So Calvin, Instit. II, 16, 8 sqq. So also the Heidelberg Catechism, question 
44: "Why does the creed add, ‘He descended to hell’"? Answer: To assure me in 
times of personal crisis and temptation that Christ my Lord, by suffering unspeakable 
anguish, pain, and terror of soul, especially on the cross but also earlier, has delivered 
me from the anguish and torment of hell.” Detailed quotations from Reformed 
writings in Heppe, Ref. Dogmatik, p. 357 ff. Correctly Quenstedt says in reference to 
the Reformed Quicunque CwonoinOeic, vivificatus, descendit in carcerem infernalem, 
ille nec ante mortem nec in ipso mortis articulo nec etiam statim post mortem 
descendit ad inferos. Atqui Christ CwoxonOeic etc. [Google] (II, 537.) 

887) 1 Petr. 1:11. 
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namely as Savatw0eic tev capKi, CwonomPsic de TH mvevpatt. 88%) 


888) What Luthardt presents as "scripture doctrine" of the descent into hell 
(Dogmatik, p. 265 f.) is a compilation of Scripture passages that deal with different 
things: "Jesus state of death Matt. 12:40: ti xapdia tic yti¢; Acts 2:24 f.: @dwEc Tov 
Oavatov; Rom. 10:7: Hades; Eph. 4:9: ta katotepa Lépy Hg yNs¢. But also Luke 
23:43: Paradise. Cf. the signs that accompanied his death: Joh. 19:34 f.; Matt. 27:53. 
— To be distinguished from this is 1 Petr. 3:19, according to Augustin, Gerhard, 
Hofmann to be understood from the sermon of Noah; according to the common and 
from the more recent interpreters justified explanation of a sermon of Christ in 
Hades, but in different versions. — About "Hades" Thomasius says: "I think it is now 
the right thing to say: Hades is the general state of death; hell (Geenna) and paradise 
are the two areas in one or the other of which the isolated souls are located. Luke 
16:19" (Dogmatik II, 257) — In the Peter passage the datives of the relationship 
oapki — mvevuati (Winer, Gr. 6, p. 193), killed according to the flesh, made alive 
according to the Spirit, are interpreted differently and have almost become a kind of 
crux theologorum. Most later Lutheran theologians hold "for the flesh": for human 
nature and "for the Spirit": for divine nature. Luther, on the other hand, grasps here 
"flesh" as used in Hebr. 5:17, where "the days of the flesh" of Christ describe the way 
of being in earthly life. "According to the flesh" is thus so much to him as "according 
to the earthly life", to which being killed belonged. Christ is, says Luther, killed 
according to the life "which is flesh and blood; as a man on earth, living, walking, 
standing, eating, drinking, sleeping, watching, seeing, hearing, grasping, and feeling 
in flesh and blood, and recently what the body does, which is transitory, to the same 
Christ died". With mvevpati, "according to the Spirit," Luther then finds the spiritual 
or supernatural life to which the CaonomP@sic, being made alive, belonged. The 
parallel for this use of mvetpo. is found in Luther 1 Cor. 15:44-45. He says: "To such 
life" ("which is flesh and blood") "Christ died, so that it has ceased with him, and he 
is now set into another life. Therefore he says that he was made alive according to the 
Spirit, that is, he entered into a spiritual and supernatural life, which understands with 
itself the life that Christ now has in soul and body, so that he no longer has a carnal 
body, but a spiritual body. .. . And so we shall be also; for he is the first fruits of the 
spiritual life, that is, he is the first who has risen and is coming into a spiritual life. So 
Christ now lives according to the Spirit, that is, he is truly man, but has a spiritual 
body. So also of more recent Thomasius and Hofmann. Thomasius says (Dogmatik 
I, 262): "According to the flesh of the earthly-sensual form of existence, killed, made 
alive according to the spirit, transfigured to a pneumatic way of existence — thus, in 
the power of his life taken from death, he went to preach to the spirits in prison. That 
is the purpose of our passage." Luther's version deserves to be preferred, because in it 
the datives capki and mvevuott, which are in contrast to each other and therefore 
must correspond to each other, are held in the same relationship: killed according 
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The resurrection of Christ. * With regard to the causa efficiens of the 
resurrection, Scripture says, on the one hand, that God the Father raised 
Christ 


to the fleshly, earthly life, made alive according to the spiritual, supernatural life, 
while in the version: "killed according to human nature, made alive according to 
divine nature" one must change the relationship. Christ was not made alive according 
to divine nature as he was killed according to human nature, but both, killing and 
quickening, happened to him according to human nature. In order to gain a bearable 
meaning, one must hold to the version "according to the divine nature" mvevpati as 
dativus causae efficientis: "by the action of the divine nature". But this unique change 
in the relationship is not enough. Ivevpatt has the closer relative determination ev 
—> nopsvteic éxnpvéev with it: "in which mvebpa went and preached". In the version 
mvebpo == divine nature, this would give rise to the thought that the journey to hell 
had taken place in the divine nature, while CoomomPeic shows that human nature was 
also present. So one must surely accept Luther's view as the textual one, since it 
retains the same relationship with the corresponding datives of the relationship, and 
also ev @ can be connected to mvevpati without changing the relationship again: 
"killed according to the earthly, carnal life, made alive according to the spiritual, 
supernatural life, in which spiritual, supernatural life he also went" etc. Of course, 
oapki presupposes human nature and mvevuati divine nature. Christ could not be 
killed after the earthly life if he had not had a true human nature. That is why the 
statement BavatwOsic oapki is rightly used in the genus idiomaticum to prove that 
Scripture attributes suffering to the Son of God not according to divine nature, but 
according to human nature. Similarly, at tvevuati the divine nature is presupposed, 
because the spiritual, supernatural life or the transfiguration of Christ is not "aliunde 
et ab extra", as Chemnitz speaks, but comes through personal union, that is, from the 
whole fullness of the Godhead who dwelt in him c@patikec. Finally, Luther's 
version is also given by the wider context. The oapxi in "killed in the flesh" is 
excluded again from chapter 4:1 in the words: "Because now Christ in the flesh, 
oapki, has suffered for us, arm yourselves also with the same mind.” The apostle 
does not want to insist that Christ had a human nature and suffered according to it— 
this is presupposed—but he wants to exhort Christians to be patient in suffering by 
reminding them that the time of earthly life is a time of suffering. As it was the case 
with Christ in his life on earth, so also Christians should send themselves to suffer in 
the earthly life. Luther (to ch. 4:1): "St. Peter still remains on one path. Just as he had 
previously admonished us in general that we should suffer, if it is God's will, and had 
made Christ an example of us, he now confirms this further and brings it again; if he 
wants to say: "Since Christ suffered in the flesh, who is our Commander and Head, 
and set before us all an example of how he redeemed us through his suffering, we 
should follow him, and so equip ourselves and put on such armor.” [Sz L. IX, 1242 
ff] 
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from the dead,*®” and, on the other hand, that Christ raised himself or rose 
from the dead in his own power. *° Both scriptural statements are to be left 
standing equally. The scriptural statements, according to which God the 
Father raised Christ from the dead, refer to Christ as the mediator between 


God and man, on whom God laid the sins of mankind,®°” and whom he had 
iven away to death for the sins of mankind. 


892) 


Therefore Scripture also says that the object of the justifying and saving faith 
is God, who raised Christ from the dead, Rom 4:24: tov éysipavta Inootv 
tov Kbptov nL@v &k vexp@v. Also Rom. 10:9: Blessed is he who believes 6t1 
0 Osdc adtov [Iynooiv] 


889) Rom. 6:4: nyépOn Xpiotds sk Ek VEKPOV 410 TIS 56EN¢. TOV TaTPdc Eph. 
1:20; Acts 2:24; 3:15; 4:10 etc. 

890) Joh. 2:19. 21: ev tpioiv Hepatic éyepm ovtdv, namely tov vadv Tov 
ompatos avtov. Joh. 10:17-18: sSovciav sym - TéAW AaPBEtv aviv, namely tThv 
Woy Lov. 

891) Joh. 1:29; Isaiah 53:6. 

892) Rom. 4:25; 1 Cor. 15:3. 

893) Evangelienpostille, Easter Day, p. 160 ff. There is an out-of-context 
weakening of the words 614 51a tiv Hyép9n Hudv, if one wants to relate them to the 
subjective justification carried out by faith. According to Gerhard, Calov is right 
when he says about the relationship of the raising of Christ from the dead to our 
justification: "Christ's raising from the dead has happened respectu actualis a peccato 
absolutionis. Ut punivit Deus peccata nostra in Christo, quae ipsi ut sponsori nostro 
erant imposita atque imputata, ita quoque excitando eum a mortuis ipso facto 
absolvit eum a nostris peccatis ipsi imputatis, ac proinde etiam nos in ipso absolvit. 
(Bibl. Illust. z. St.) 
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Tyyelpev Ek vexp@v [because God raised him (Jesus) from the dead.]. — The 
scriptural statements, according to which Christ rose from the dead in his 
own power, are a tremendous proof of the divinity of Christ. Christ, like the 
entire fullness of the Godhead, ®” is also specifically granted one 
omnipotence (una numero omnipotentia) with the Father. *>) 

Scripture also tells us that Christ rose from the dead in the same body 
that He took from the Virgin Mary and subjected to suffering. This is already 
in the concept of resurrection, because "that which has fallen down shall rise 
again". Moreover, Christ still transforms his disciples from the identity of the 
dead and resurrected body through sensual perception: "He showed them his 
hands and his side". ®°® But one and the same body had different 
characteristics before and after the resurrection. The body of the flesh, which 
was subject to earthly living conditions such as eating and drinking and 
suffering, had become a spiritual body and a body of glory. The eating of 
Christ after the resurrection is not for nourishment, but to establish the 
identity of the resurrected body with the killed body. — Furthermore, it is 
certain that, just as Christ clausa ianua came to the disciples, so he also rose 
clauso sepulcro. Scripture reports no other purpose for the removal of the 
stone from the tomb door than to show the empty tomb to the women and to 
convince them of the fact that Christ is risen. 8°” If the Reformed refer to the 
resurrection of Christ as the purpose of removing the stone, this is also 
recorded in Scripture as if they were seeking an opening in the closed doors, 
Jn 20:19. These entries in the Scriptures are based on the fundamental 
Christological error that the Body of Christ can only ever have the visible 
and local mode of being. 


894) Col. 2:9. 895) Joh. 5:17-19. 896) Joh. 20:20, 25-27. 

897) Quenstedt: Resurrexit Christ... clauso sepulcro sive non- 

dum ab ostio sepulcri revoluto per angelum lapide. Quod probamus hoc 

argumento: Si Christus resurrexit ante adventum angeli, ergo resurrexit 
sepulcro adhuc clauso et lapide obsignato. Nam angelus demum post suum adventum 
devolvit lapidem ab ostio sepulcri, Matt. 28:2 Atqui prius est verum, Matt. 28:6 Ergo 
et posterius. Hinc Augustine: "Corpus Domini lapide clauso surrexit et ianuis clausis 
intravit." Revolutus est lapis ab angelo, sed ad resurrectionis iam factae 
demonstrationem. [Google] UII, 542 sq.) 
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The forty days between resurrection and ascension. “ In this period 
Christ says two things of Himself: 1. that He is no longer with the disciples, 
Luke 24:44: "These are the words I said to you while I was still with you"; 2. 
that He is still with the disciples, Luke 24:39-40: "Behold my hands and my 
feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and 
bones, as ye see me have. And when he had thus spoken, he shewed them his 
hands and his feet." Christ is no longer with the disciples in the manner of an 
earthly, visible body. He comes to the disciples invisibly and unspatially, 
tov bvpdv d@avtos KekAeiopévov. °° In the same un-spatial way he goes 
from them, &@avtos éyéveto an’ avtov. °°) Christ’s eating in this period has 
not the purpose of nourishment but of identification. °° According to the 
explicit declaration of Scripture, Christ is still with the disciples, and he still 
consorts with them through apparitions, datavousvoc avtoic, Acts 1:3; 
E—avepH9n <O> Incods toic paOntoic, Joh. 21:14. The purpose of this 
communication is to reassure the disciples about the fact of his resurrection 
and to teach them about the kingdom of God. Both come to the statement in 
Acts 1:3: mapéotnosv Eavtov COvta Weta TO TAVEiv HdTOV Ev TOAAOTC 
tekpnptoic,°» dv HuEspOv tecospakovta OMTAVOLLEVOS AdTOIC Kai A€y@v TH 
MEpt Thc Bactreias tod OEod. Particularity is mentioned as the object of the 
instruction the interpretation of the Old Testament Scripture that was said by 
him. °°) 


The ascension of Christ. “ The resurrection of Christ had no witnesses 
and needed no witnesses, because the risen Christ ev moAAoic texpnpiots 
(Acts 1:3) presented himself alive. But the Christ who ascended to heaven 
will no longer present himself in a bodily visible way to his people on earth 
until the Second Coming at the end of the world. For this reason, the 
Ascension, in contrast to the Resurrection, takes place visibly before the eyes 
of the disciples, BAsmévtmv avtov, so that the truth of the Resurrection may 
also be historically established for the disciples and the Church. It must also 


be said that the Ascension of Christ took place in local upward movement 
903), 


898) Joh. 20:19. 899) Luke 24:31. 900) Luke 24:41-43. 

901) The counting of apparitions 1 Cor. 15:5-8. 

902) Luke 24:25-27, 44-45. 

903) Naturally motu locali libere assumto. The libere or per liberam otxovopiav 
is valid from the visible ascension. Otherwise Christ could have 
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until a cloud took him up and thereby human looks BAexévt@v adtov 
énnpOn Kai venéAn dnéAPEv adtOV Ad TOV OPVGALAV adtav. > Scripture 
does not say that a local upward movement (motus localis) has continued to 
take place, and so we do not dare to assert this either. In order to understand 
the Ascension of Christ in all its aspects in accordance with Scripture, the 
double terminus ad quem of the same must be observed. The terminus ad 
quem is not only the heaven of the saved, where his own are with him after 
this life (coelum beatorum) °°» but also the right hand of God (coelum 
maiestaticum). Scripture expressly links the latter term to the Ascension of 
Christ, Mark. 16:19: dveAju@8n sic TOV Odpavov Kai ExdOtoEV EK SEELOV Tod 
sod; | Petr. 3:22: dc éottv év deEtG [Tod] Osod mtopsvOsic sic odpavov. But 
that the right hand of God, to which Christ sat down with the Ascension, are 
not just a mere place of honor and rest,” but the seat of the ruler of Christ, 
who was exalted according to the humanity, is also expressly stated in 
Scripture, Eph. 4:10: Christ ascended over all the heavens to fill the universe 
(ta mavta), and Eph. 1:20-23: God has set the one who was raised from the 
dead at his right hand in heaven, with the added definition: tzepdvo méons 
apyis... kal Tavto vmétaEv VIO Tovc 10dac avdtot. This was explained in 
detail under the genus maiestaticum of the communication of the attributes. 
°°”) Tf we also call the right hand of God coelum maiestaticum, this 
designation still expressly receives its justification through Hebr. 1:3, where 
the right hand of God, to which Christ has set himself after the alignment of 
the work of redemption, are described as the rights of the divine majesty: 
éxaOioev év deEva tig Meyadwovvyes Ev dynAoic. Peter, too, in his Pentecost 
speech, teaches us unmistakably 


disappeared like Luk 24:31 etc. Hollaz: Non per indigentiam naturae, sed per 
liberam oeconomiam Christus assumsit motum localem et visibilem, qui, si voluisset, 
in puncto temporis discipulis suis se potuisset subducere et coelum occupare. At 
placebat Salvatori sensim ferri sursum, ut discipuli de vera ascensione eo luculentius 
et confidentius testarentur. [Google] (Examination, De exalt., qu. 152.) 

904) Acts 1:9. 

905) Paul, Phil. 1:23: "I desire to depart and be with Christ", avv Xptotg sivat. 

906) So Reformed, Socinians etc. Whereas Chemnitz, De duabus nat., c. 31, p. 
209 sq. 

907) p. 185 ff. 
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that Christ, by his ascension, did not set himself at rest but in the seat of 
rulership. He says Acts 2:34-36, that the words of the 110th Psalm: "Sit 
Thou at My right hand until I make Thine enemies Thy footstool" do not 
refer to David, but to Christ's Ascension, and that it is precisely through the 
Ascension that God made Jesus, crucified by the Jews, "both Lord and 
Christ". Correctly Meyer says that Christ is here characterized as the "owner 
of the kingdom". ”° It is all the more astonishing that the Reformed use 
precisely the Ascension of Christ, through which Christ ascended the throne 
of world dominion according to his human nature, to exclude him according 
to his human nature from being in the world and the church and from ruling 
in the world and the church. Thus the adherence to the human idea of a 
merely local and visible way of being the human nature of Christ leads to a 
reinterpretation of the words of the Ascension of Christ into the exact 
opposite. The Formula of Concord breaks away from the theory of enclosure 
by saying: "W reject and condemn as false, erroneous, and misleading .. . 
when it is taught that because of His ascension into heaven Christ is so 
enclosed and circumscribed (comprehensus et circumscriptus) with His body 
in a definite place in heaven that with the same (His body) He cannot and 
will not be truly present with us in the Supper, which is celebrated according 
to the institution of Christ upon earth, but that He is as far and remote from it 
as heaven and earth are from each other". ® At the same time, the Formula 
of Concord rebukes the change in the text that the Reformed, in order to 
confirm their theory of inclusion, have made with the words Acts 3:21: dv 
dei odpavov pév déFac8aut say: "As many sacramentarians have called the 
text of Act. 3: ‘Oportet Christum coelum accipere’, that is: Christ must take 
heaven,’ having deliberately and maliciously falsified it to confirm her error, 
and substituted it in its place: Oportet Christum coelo capi’, that is: Christ 
must be taken or circumscribed and understood by or in heaven so that he 
could not or would not be with us on earth 


908) On Acts 2:36: The following words are also correct: "Before the 
Exaltation, Christ was also Lord and Messiah, but in the form of a servant, and after 
his departure he became a perfect reality.” If the "was" is meant seriously, then the 
"was" can of course only refer to the entry into the usus plenarius of divine glory. 

909) Miiller, 672, § 119. [Trigl. 1013, F. C., Sol. Decl., VI, 119] 
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at all with his human nature." Frank feels he cannot agree to this accusatory 
judgment of the Formula of Concord. He says: "The Lord's Supper article 
blames a number of sacramentarians for using the Text Act. 3:21: "Oportet 
Christum coelum accipere" and that they deliberately and maliciously 
falsified it to confirm their error and set it instead: "Oportet Christum coelo 
capi. We cannot appropriate this accusation, even though without a doubt 
not ovpavov, but dv is the subject of the sentence."?!” But Frank overlooked 
that the accusation of the Formula of Concord is that the text has been 
falsified, or more precisely: that it has been converted into a passive. 
Aéyseotat but can only be called capere here, not capi, no matter whether 
ovpavov or ov is the subject. In the passive version, capi, the words would 
have to read like this or similarly: ov det vx6 Tov Ovpavod or Ovpava 
5éEaoMar. ?! Thus, however, the conversion of the capere into capi results 
in a falsification of the text of Scripture, which is no small matter. And that 
this conversion of the active into the passive was undertaken with the 
intention of pressing the scriptural passage into the service of the theory of 
containment cannot be denied either. ®!”) The charges of the Formula of 
Concord are well-founded. However Beza himself, although he adheres to 
the inclusion theory, has recognized the first charge as well-founded in that 
he later dropped the passive translation and used the following: quem oportet 
quidem coeli capiant. ?!>) Incidentally, one can 


910) Theol. d. Konkordienf. Il, 347 f. 

911) Cf. Erasmus Schund, also Quenstedt II, 279. 

912) Even Olshausen says for example: "The version of the words, according to 
which one is taken as subject, in the sense: Heaven must exclude him, which after 
Beza's events still defended Emesti, Kuinoel, Schott, is grammatically not 
inadmissible, but must therefore be inferior to the others, because it is an unbiblical 
view, the relationship, as if Heaven were absorbing Christ into itself, as it were, 
independently, while the latter as Lord and King takes and holds him. One can say 
this as little as: "The throne embraces the king. No doubt Beza's Reformed viewpoint 
has led him to this. 

913) Beza says in his . Annotationes inaiores in N. T. z. St.: Quem, oportet coeli 
capiant, quam interpretationem ideo caeteris praetuli, quum antea vertissem passive, 
Quem oportet coelo capi, eadem prorsus manente sententia, ut istorum clamores 
compescam, qui mei ut haeretici perversissimi damnandi occasionem ex eo 
arripuerunt, quod activam locutionem passiva expresserim. [Google] 
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disputandi causa [for the sake of argument] have the translation: "which one 
must heaven receive" or even the passive phrase: "which one must be 
excluded from heaven", without admitting the inclusion of Christ in heaven. 
One need only note that, according to Scripture, the terminus proprius of the 
Ascension of Christ is the right hand of God or the heaven of divine majesty. 
If this is established, then being admitted into heaven does not mean a 
restriction, but a limitation of Christ according to his humanity. ?!” 

Sitting at the right hand of God. “ Sitting at the right hand of God 
signifies the permanent relationship of dominion into which Christ entered 
through the Ascension. The term "right" or "right hand of God" is based on 
an anthropathy like the expressions "eyes", "ears", "feet" of God, etc. Just as 
people usually do what they do with their right hand, so, metaphorically 
speaking, what God does, namely His infinite power or omnipotence, is 
called God's right hand. To describe God's omnipotence and omnipresent 
dominion, Scripture says: "The right hand of the Lord doeth valiantly. The 
right hand of the Lord is exalted; the right hand of the Lord doeth valiantly" 
and: "If I take the wings of the morning 


914) About the goal (terminus ad quem) of the ascension of Christ Hollaz says: 
Terminus ad quem Christus in ascensione sua pervenit, est tum communis, tum 
proprius. Communis est sedes et domicilium beatorum, ubi Christus beatis se ad 
faciem conspiciendum praebet. Evectus est Christus in paradisum, in quo cum ipso 
est conversus latro, Luc. 23, 43, ubi paratae sunt fidelibus mansiones, Ioh. 14, 2, ubi 
Redemptor gloriosissimus conspectu suo iucundissimo sanctorum animas exhilarabit. 
Terminus proprius et ultimus est coelum Dei maiestatiQum seu thronus maiestatis 
divinae. Coelum Dei maiestaticum est super omnes coelos, Eph. 4, 10..., est ipsa 
dextra Dei, qua coelis excelsior factus est Christus, Hebr. 7, 26, de qua apostolus 
Hebr. 8, 1: Eiusmodi habemus sacerdotem principem, qui consedit in dextra throni 
maiestatis in coelis. Per coelum hic non intelligitur coelum naturae aereum vel 
aethereum, quod cogitare impium est, neque coelum gratiae, quod est ecclesia 
militans in his terris, cui Christus visibilem praesentiam suam usque ad diem extremi 
iudicii subtraxit. [Google] On the mode of ascension Hollaz says: Ratione modi 
ascensio Christi non fuit disparitio, sed motus verus, realis, successive progressivus 
(Luc. 24, 51: diéoty an' avtev, recessit ab iis; secessus infert successivam loci 
mutationem) et visibilis usque ad nubem (Act. 1, 9: videntibus illis sublatus est, et 
nubes suscepit ipsum ab oculis ipsorum). At elevatus a nube modo invisibili ad 
dextram Dei exaltatus est. Christus coelos penetravit, Hebr. 4, 14; factus coelis 
sublimior, Hebr. 7, 26. Ergo invisibili ratione supra omnes coelos evectus est. 


[Google] 
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and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea, even there shall Thy hand lead 
me, and Thy right hand shall hold me."*!*) If now it is said of Christ with 
regard to his humanity that he was set at the right hand of God after suffering 
and death and now sits permanently at the right hand of God, then this is not 
a seat of honor but a ruler's seat, also not a ruler's seat with less than divine 
power. °!® but a ruler's seat with unadulterated and unlimited divine power 
and might is described (xa8ioas év dE adtODd, scil. ToD Beob, Eph. 1:20). 
The Lutheran Church therefore gives only the definition of Scripture, both of 
the right hand of God and of sitting at the right of God. Of the right hand of 
God it says it is “Which is no fixed place in heaven, as the Sacramentarians 
assert without any ground in the Holy Scriptures, but nothing else than the 
almighty power of God, which fills heaven and earth”; and from sitting at the 
right hand of God it teaches that Christ, after his ascension over all the 
heavens, “reigns presently not only as God, but also as man (has dominion 
and) rules from sea to sea and to the ends of the earth; as the Prophets 
predict, Ps. 8:1-6; 93:1 f.; Zech. 9:10, and the Apostles testify, Mark 16:20, 
that He everywhere wrought with them and confirmed their word with signs 
following". ?'” Likewise Luther °!®) and the Lutheran dogmatists. °!” 

The practical interest of the Lutheran Church in the scriptural teaching 
of Christ's seat at the right hand of God is expressed in the Formula of 
Concord by the words: “We hold . . . that Christ is present with his church 
and congregation on earth as mediator, head, king, and high priest, not half 
or half alone, but the whole person of Christ, to which belong both natures, 


915) Ps 118:15-16; 139:9-10. 

916) So Zanchi, De Filii Dei incarnatione, p. 557: Ex iis locis luculenter 
apparet: Spiritum Sanctum non usurpare hanc phrasin de Christo: sedet ad dextram 
Patris, ut significaret, Christum, qua homo est, ita sedere ad dextram Patris, ut 
aequali potentia et maiestate sibi realiter communicata cum Patre regnen, sed 
tantum eum regnare ut Patris vicarium, superior omnibus angelis, sed inferiorem 
tantum Patre. (By Frank II, 348 sqq) 

917) Miiller, 680, § 28, 27 [Trigl. 1025, F. C., Sol. Decl., V I, 28, 27] 

918) St. L. XX, 802 ff. 

919) Hollaz, Examen, De exalt., qu. 154: Sessio ad dextram Dei est gradus 
gloriae summus, quo Christus bedv& panos secundum humanam naturam in thronum 
maiestatis divinae evectus omnia quae sunt in regno 
potentiae, gratiae et gloriae potentissime praesentissimeque gubernat in nominis sui 
gloriam et ecclesiae afflictae solatium et salutem 
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divine and human, not only according to his divinity, but also according to 
and with his assumed human nature, according to which he is our brother, 
and we are flesh of his flesh and bone of his bone. 7°) Chemnitz is 
particularly vigorously opposed to the Reformed error that the human nature 
of Christ, although it had its functions in the state of humiliation, was retired 
in the state of exaltation (otiosam in coelis sedere ac sua tantum gloria 
perfrui eamque beatis spiritibus ostentare), so that Christ now is and works 
in the Church only according to his divinity, for example, "justify, quicken, 
and perform and administer the other saving benefits. °7!) 

The visible return of Christ to the general final judgment will be dealt 
with in the doctrine of the last things. 


III. The Doctrine of Christ's Work. “ 


(De opere sive officio Christi.) 
The work of Christ in general. * 

Christ is such a wonderful Person, namely God-man (jecvipwmoc), to 
accomplish an exceedingly wonderful ?””’ work given to him by God and 
willingly undertaken by him °”?) work (epyov). This is the work of making 
men saved, ooa1 To ANOAWAHG, ALApTOAODs cdo. ?”4) So the doctrine of 
Christ's Person in the natural order is followed by the doctrine of Christ's 
work or office. Everything that Christ, the God-man, has done for the 
salvation of man in the state of humiliation, and still does in the state of 
exaltation, belongs to the office or work of Christ. 9°) Christ's work is also 
expressed in terms of content by the name given to him by God, "Jesus": 
AdTOS YAP GHGEL TOV AGOV AdTOD ANd TAV GLApTIOV adTaV. 77 


920) Miiller, 692, § 78. 921) De duabus nat., c. 32, p. 210. 

922) Joh. 17:4: to epyov eteAsinoa, 6 dé5@KdcC Lot 101 tva. ZOU|Ow. 

923) Joh. 3:34: endv Bpo@pud sotww tva now To b-éANpLa Tov TEL yaVvtds 
LE KOL TEAELMOW OLVTOV TO EPYOV. 

924) Matt. 18:11; Luke 19:10; 1 Tim. 1:15. 

925) Kromayer, Theol. pos.-pol. IT, 529: Per munus intelligitur ius ac debitum 
sic agendi, vulgo functio. (official function. The epyov, for which a profession exists) 

926) Luke 1:31; Matt. 1:21, 25; Luke 2:21. old theologians like Chemnitz put 
great emphasis on this divine naming. Chemnitz explains (Harm, ev., c. 9, Luke 
2:21): The divine naming is reported in 
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To the question since when the incarnate Son of God was in his 
redeeming office is to be answered: not only since the baptism which marked 
the solemn inauguration of his public 


Scripture "not merely to praise Mary's and Joseph's obedience, but chiefly that it may 
be immovably established (ratum et firmum sit) that we do not call upon Christ as 
‘Jesus' merely according to human intention, which may err, but by God's authority 
and command, that is, seeking in Him the saving of sins. . . . That's why Peter says 
Acts 4:12 " Neither is there salvation in any other: for there is none other name under 
heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved, but the name of JESUS". The 
name of Jesus is the "gospel in nuce". — The name "Christ" is also interpreted by 
Scripture itself, Jn 1:41: Ebpjkapev tov Meooiav 6 gotiw LEOeppnvevdptEevov 
Xptotds. Xptotds (MwA ,xMW7 [HEBREW)]), the Anointed, is the official name 
which describes the official endowment of Christ according to his human nature. In 
Old Testament times, priests and kings (Ex. 29:7; 1 Sam. 16:13), sometimes also 
prophets (1 Kings 19:16), were anointed. The Person Christ, however, who is to carry 
out the unique office of the salvation of mankind, is the Anointed xat' s€oyrv. The 
anointed of the Old Testament, says Chemnitz, were only models of the uniquely 
anointed. Harm. ev., c.9, p.m. 114; c. 23, p. 304: Christus a reliquis unctis 
praefiguratus, unctus simul in Regem, Sacerdotem et Prophetam [Christ prefigured 
by the rest of the anointed, anointed at the same time as King, Priest and Prophet]. 
Through the anointing, Christ was communicated not only to dona finita, but also to 
dona infinita. One has Isaiah 61:1 (preaching the gospel) and Acts 10:38 (miracles) 
from the dona finita and thus want to refer to an equal status with prophets and 
human miracle workers. But passages like Joh. 1:18; 3:31-35; 2:11 deny the 
relationship to mere dona finita. So we will have to leave it at the old sentence: y 
bsdtns yptots Tis Gv& pondtntoc. Cf. Hollaz, Examen, De pers., qu. 3. 3; Kromayer, 
Theol. pos.-pol. 1, 85. Correct Meyer on the "God was with him" (Acts 10:38): "The 
metaphysical relationship of Christ to the Father is not excluded by this general 
expression.” An excellent explanation of the anointing of Christ can be found in 
Chemnitz, De duab. nat., c. 24, p. 139: Quando de unctione Spiritus unde Christus 
nomen habet, Scriptura loquitur, intelligit unctionem humanae naturae in Christo. 
Divina enim natura Christi non est uncta Spiritu, sed est ipsa unctio, est enim una 
essentia Filii et Spiritus Sancti, a Patre ac Filio procedit. Est autem secundum 
assumptam naturam Christus unctus prae consortibus (Ps. 45) non tantum donis 
spiritualibus infusis, nec tantum inhabitatione Spiritus per gratiam, ut vel quasdam 
tantum vel multas et magnas virtutes in Christo operetur, sed quia divina natura tov 
dOyov tota substantiali sua plenitudine personaliter inhabitat in assumpta Christi 
natura. Et per consequens propter djoovoiay etiam Spiritus Domini ipsi datus est, 
non quod Spiritus Sanctus personaliter carnem assumpserit, sed propter Trinitatis 
essentiam, sicut Ioh, 14 Christus inquit: Pater in me manens facit opera. [Google] In 
this anointing of Christ according to his human nature "non ad mensuram" [without 
measure] it is established, ut omnes divinas suas virtutes in illa (in human nature) 
operetur, atque per illam Spiritus ipse cum donis suis effundatur super omnem 
carnem, Act. 2. [that all his divine virtues might work in it Gn human nature), and 
through it the Spirit himself with his gifts might be poured out upon all flesh, Acts 2] 
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activity took place, but from his incarnation, with which also his humiliation 
coincides in time. Christ was a Christ for us not only since His public 
emergence, but already in His conception, birth, circumcision, child 
obedience, etc. It was already explained in the doctrine of the state of 
humiliation that and why Christ had to begin his work of redemption very 
early: "Christ came through all the stages of human age, so that he might 
fundamentally heal our impure conception and birth. Luther spoke 
particularly gloriously about this: " That is the right reason for salvation, 
which unites Christ and the believing heart in such a way that everything 
becomes common what they have on both sides. But what do they have? 
Christ has a pure, innocent, holy birth; man has an impure, sinful, damned 
birth, as David Ps. 51:7 says. The same may not be helped but by the pure 
birth of Christ. . . Christ therefore takes our birth from us and sinks it into his 
birth and gives us his own, so that we may become pure and new in it, as if it 
were our own, so that every Christian may not rejoice and boast of this birth 
of Christ any less than if he had been born of Mary in the flesh like Christ.” 
°27) Furthermore: "For his own person he did not need to be circumcised, nor 
did he need to be obedient to his mother or die on the cross for his own sake. 
Because for his own person he would have been right and proper not to be 
subject to the Law. But he does it for our sake. For we need such a man who 
would be without sin, and would fulfil the Law for us, and so quench the 
wrath of God, or we must remain under the curse of the Law forever. For 
this cause he has put himself under the Law and with his ministry and work 
he has earned us freedom from the Law, as St. Paul says Gal. 4:4. 5: “When 
the time was fulfilled, God sent His Son, born of a woman and put under the 
law, that He might redeem those who were under the law, so that we might 
receive adoption.’” 77°) 

The view that the Son of God would have become man even if men had 
not sinned is a useless and dangerous philosophical speculation. The 
Scriptures mention no other purpose of the incarnation of the Son of God 
than the salvation 


927) St. L. XI, 127. 928) XII, 1534 f. — Cf. XI, 2022 f. 
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of sinners. Christ Jesus came into the world, apaptmAots oaoat. Therefore 
there is no other purpose to be devised. *””) Augustine's statement: Si homo 
non periisset, Filius hominis non venisset [If man had not perished, the Son 
of man would not have come”’] is in accordance with Scripture. The main or 
secondary purpose of the Incarnation of the Son of God has been assumed to 
be a perfection of creation, especially an improvement of the divine image in 
man, a necessary development in the divine being or in divine revelation. °° 
Of all these assumptions it must be said: 1. They are wypaqov and therefore 
in principle non-theological. Quod non est biblicum, non est theologicum 
[What is not biblical is not theological]. 2. they are a dvtiypagov; they 
contradict what Scripture says in a completely clear and doctrinal way about 
creation and salvation. The view that the purpose of the Incarnation is to 
improve creation, especially the divine image in man, contradicts Scripture, 
on the one hand, which gives the testimony 7&7) 210, [HEBREW], "very 
good", to creation in general, and to man in particular,” and Scripture, on 
the other hand, which describes the work of redemption as the destruction of 
the devil's works and the restoration of that which has been lost in the Fall. 
Furthermore: Scripture motivates the coming of the Son into the world with 


929) 1 Tim. 1:15; Matt. 18:11; Gal. 4:4-5. 

930) Pelagians, Socinians, Abalard, Ruprecht von Deutz, Scotists, some 
Reformed (Zanchi), Andreas Osiander (against him Wigand, De Osiandrismo, p. 23 
sqq.). Luthardt reports about the more recent time: "In more recent times this 
statement" (Incarnation of God even without the sin of man) "is much spread, not 
only in the theosophical school of Baader and among philosophers, like Stephens, 
Géschel, Chalybaus, Ph. Fischer, but also among many theologians like Nitzsch, 
Martensen, Liebner, Lange, Rothe, Dorner, Ebrard etc, mostly based on 
Schleiermacher's view of Christ as the second Adam and finisher of creation: 
humanity would be without the unifying head. (Dogmatik, |" ed., p. 203.) Detailed 
communication of the historical material in Quenstedt II, 156 ff.; Baumgarten, 
Streitigk. I, 149 ff.; Thomasius, Dogmatik I, 180 ff. 

931) This can be seen especially in Martensen (Dogmatik, § 78, p. 139; Berlin 
1870). On the one hand, Martensen does not want to keep it with the "Pelagian 
dogmatics", which "confuses innocence with animal brutality". On the other hand, he 
rebukes the "Augustinian dogmatics" for "giving the first man a purity of will, a 
clarity of knowledge which can only be thought of as the ultimate goal of free self- 
development". Hegelianism, still rumbling within him, causes Martensen not to see 
the contradiction to Gen. | and 2. 
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God's wonderful love for the world of sinners, Otta@c¢ yap HyamnoEev 6 Osdc 
TOV KOGLOV, and with God's heartfelt compassion for the human misery of 
sin: 610 ondGyyva gov Osod has visited us the exit from on high. 7°” 
Through the incarnation of the Son of God for the salvation of sinners, God 
has revealed Himself as the greatest philanthropist, as Luther so powerfully 
demonstrates. °3) This image of God in the face of Jesus Christ is recorded 
and distorted by the advocates of the theory of the Incarnation even without 
the Fall that has occurred. They replace the free divine affection for a lost 
world of sinners with a necessity in God. Thus, 3. the representatives of that 
theory are accused by church teachers of all times of depressing both the 
greatness of divine grace and the seriousness of sin. Finally, the proponents 
of that theory have not been able to resist the temptation to seek cover in 
Scripture for their strange human thoughts and to reinterpret a number of 
Scripture passages in this interest. 7°”) 

One of the quaestiones curiosae is the question why God sent his Son 
into the world only after four thousand years and not immediately after the 
fall of mankind. Kromayer quite rightly remarks: Although one can touch on 
reasons for this a posteriori ("God wanted to press his people through the 
Law first, so that they would long all the more for the promised Messiah"), 
one must finally answer that it thus pleased God. °°) 


932) Joh. 3:16; Luke 1:78; 1 Joh. 4:9. 10. 

933) Titus 3:4: St. L. XIL, 128 ff; Joh. 3:16: StL. XI, 1096 ff. 

934) Col. 1:15; Rom. 8:29; Hebr. 2:10; Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10; Eph. 1:10; Col. 
1:20; 1 Cor. 15:45 f. — Col. 1:15 goes mpmt6toKos mhons Kticews to Christ 
according to the divine nature; Rom. 8:29: mpwtotoKoc Sv moAAoic ddEA@oig loquitur 
de excellentia supra omnes fideles (Quenstedt, Meyer). Also Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10 
speaks of the restoration of the original divine image (Calov; cf. Philippi, Glaubensl. 
Il, 372 ff., against the ambiguities of Meyer), about Eph. 1:10 and Col. 1:20 later, 
when we have to speak of the relationship of the work of redemption to the angelic 
world. Against Andreas Osiander, Quenstedt notes on 1 Cor. 15:45: Si creationem 
hominis ordine praecessit forma humanae naturae in mente divina praeconcepta, ad 
cuius similitudinem Adam creatus fuerit, Christus primus potius Adam dicendus erat 
quam secundus. [Google] (II, 167.) 

935) Theol. pos.-pol. Il, 64; in Baier III, 102: Saepius quaeritur, cur Deus hoc 
vel illud faciat; cur mundum non prius creaverit; cur non sta- 
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The work of Christ in particular. * 

If we ask what Christ did and still does for man’s salvation, the 
scriptural passages relating to this can easily be grouped into three classes. 
°36) Scripture expressly mentions as the purpose of Christ's mission: a. to 
teach people, Ebayysricac0a mtmyoic; °°” b. to reconcile men with God, 
@sdc Tv év Xpiotd Kdopov KaTaAAGoowv éavtd; °**) c. to rule the Church as 
its king and head and to rule over the universe, Bactievoet éni tov OiKOV 
Taxa sic tovc aidvac — mévta brETAEEV DIO TOs 1dda¢ adtOd Kai ADTOV 
ESMKEV KEMaAT dxsp TEVtO. TH &KKANSIa. °°? According to this, from 
earliest times in the Christian Church ™ a triple ministry or work of Christ 
has been distinguished: the prophetic, high priestly, royal (munus sive opus 
Christi triplex: propheticum, sacerdotale, regium). In this threefold ministry 
Christ is already described in the Old Testament. **!’ As for the formal 
arrangement of the teaching according to the three offices, Quenstedt reports 
that in his time it was followed by most Lutheran teachers. Quenstedt is 
right, however, not to consider this external arrangement to be essential. He 
points out that other Lutheran teachers only distinguish between two offices 
by combining the prophetic office with the priesthood. 4?’ Concerns have 
also 


tim post lapsum et promulgatum mpwotevayyéMov . . . promissum Redemptorem 
miserit .. . Licet a posteriori rationes eiusmodi ("Dulcia non sentit, qui non gustavit 
amara".) a nobis afferantur probabiles, tutius tamen in voluntate divina, quae tota 
facti ratio est, acquiescamus. [Google] 

936) See Ebrard, RE. 2 VI, 675 ff. 

937) Luke 4:18; Joh. 1:18; Hebr. 1:1; Luke 13:33 The uniqueness of this 
teaching is to be emphasized under the following section. 

938) 2 Cor. 5:18-19; Matt. 20, 28; Rom. 5:10; 1 Joh. 2:2. 

939) Luke 1:33; Eph. 1:22; Joh. 18:33437. 

940) Cf. Eusebius, Kirchengeschichte I, 2, St. Louis Ed., p. 8: "These all (the 
prophets) therefore have a relationship with the true Christ, the divine and heavenly 
Logos, as whom alone the high priest of the whole world, alone the king of all 
creation and alone the supreme prophet of his Father among all prophets is. 

941) Prophet, Ex. 5:18:15-19; King, prophet, priest, Ps. 110; King, Ps. 2, 72. 

942) Syst. Il, 304: Officium Christi alii triplex faciunt: propheticum, 
sacerdotale, regium; alii duplex, propheticum sacerdotali includentes ...; cum 
sacerdotis non tantum sit sacrificare, orare, intercedere, benedicere, sed etiam 
docere (after Mal. 2:7). A plerisque tamen retinetur tripartita 
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been expressed about the usual order of the threefold division. It has been 
recalled that the high priestly office should prevail, since Christ's reconciling 
activity begins at the moment of conception, while the teaching activity 
comes later. This is correct. But since the offices cannot all be performed 
successively, we leave it at the old order, according to which the prophetic 
office is preceded. So Christ, as has already been demonstrated in the states 
of Christ, is already in a state of humiliation in his royal office. Christ is a 
born king, and he also expressly calls himself a king in the state of 
humiliation. 47) — That all official works belong to the whole God-man 
Person, that is, that Christ performs them in and according to both natures, 
has already been explained in the third genus, the communication of 
attributes. All ministries are operationes Oeavdpikat. Whoever denies this, 
consequently abolishes the purpose of the incarnation of the Son of God. 


The prophetic office of Christ. * 
1. To direct the prophetic office in the state of humiliation * 

In the state of humiliation Christ teaches in his own person 
(avtompoommac) or directly, while in the state of exaltation through 
intermediaries he teaches, as will be shown later. In his teaching on earth, 
Christ is the unique prophet, a prophet such as has never existed before and 
never will again. (Propheta xat' efoynv, propheta omnibus excellentior.) 
This uniqueness consists in the fact that in Christ God has appeared in the 
flesh, and God teaches in his own person on earth. This specificity of Christ's 
teaching is pointed out in Heb 1:1: "In the past God spoke to the fathers 
sometimes and in many ways through the prophets, but in these days he has 
spoken to us in the last through the Son. The Scriptures also specify that 
Christ as a prophet differed from all prophets with respect to the source of 
knowledge that he exercised in his prophetic office. 


distinctio, quos et nos sequemur. [Google] — Calvin has the tripartite division Jnst. 
I, 15, the Heidelb. Cat. Questio. 31. 
943) Isaiah 9:6-7; Matt. 2:2, 11; Joh. 18:37. 
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This had already to be explained in the doctrine of the communication of 
attributes. °**) Here the following is repeated: While all the prophets in 
revelation, which is given to men on earth, namely through inspiration, 
taught and in this respect spoke "from the earth" (e« Ts y1{s), as John the 
Baptist Jn. 3:31 says of himself and all mere human prophets, Christ taught 
from the council of the Holy Trinity "what he saw and heard" (6 éo@paxkev 
Kai ]KovoEV), v. 32, namely as "the only begotten Son who is in the bosom 
of the Father" (0 wv stg tov KOAROV Tov natpdc), Jn. 1:18.°4 So Christ, in his 
teaching on earth, drew from a source from which no human being, not even 
a prophet, can draw; for - says John in describing the uniqueness of Christ's 
teaching — 0 @v gic Tov KOAmOVv Tod Ilatpoc, Joh. 1:18. In other words: In 
his teaching office, Christ, in a state of humiliation, applies the divine 
knowledge that was essential to him according to divine nature and 
communicated to him according to human nature. This is also expressed 
when the Scripture says of Christ according to the human nature that the 
Spirit was given to him "not according to measure" (obK ek LéTpOV), Jn 3:34, 
quod idem est [which is the same], says Baier, ac sapientiam immensam seu 
infinitam, ei secundum humanam naturam, in qua locutus est, esse datam [as 
the immense or infinite wisdom given to him according to the human nature 
in which he spoke]. © One should therefore not speak of an inspiration of 
Christ for the purpose of orienting the teaching office *” nor should one 


944) p. 179 ff. 

945) The relationship of 6 ov sic tov KOAmOV Tov natpdc from the exalted Christ 
has already been rejected as contrary to the context (note 378). 

946) Compend. Il, 57. 

947) Correct here is A. H. Strong: "Christ found the sources of all knowledge 
and power within Himself. The Word of God did not come to Him, — He was 
Himself the Word." And according to Martensen: "The source of Jesus' teaching was 
‘not inspiration, but incarnation. Jesus was not inspired—He was the Inspirer." 
(Systematic Theology, p. 389.) Philippi: "The source of his [Christ's] prophethood 
was not inspiration coming from outside, but the whole fullness of the Godhead 
dwelled in himself bodily, Col. 2:9. God's omniscience itself had become the 
omniscience of the man of Jesus.” And before that: "Like his miracles, his teaching 
and prophecy also had its source and origin in himself. . . . Therefore, it is his own 
knowledge, that which he has seen from the beginning with the Father, which he has 
made known to us. For no one has ever seen God. The only begotten Son, who is in 
the bosom of the Father, he has proclaimed it to us, Joh. 1,18." (Glaubenslehre IV, 2 


p.19. 18.) 
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babble with the Socinians about a rapture of Christ into heaven for the 
purpose of teaching. — If Christ is called a prophet like Moses, Deut. 18:16, 
the point of comparison is the mediation of a covenant. Just as Moses was 
the mediator of the old, transitory covenant, so Christ is the mediator of the 
new, permanent covenant, Hebr. 12:18-28. That in all other respects Christ is 
greater than Moses is already clearly stated by Moses himself, Deut. 18; for 
Moses refers the people from himself to the prophet whom the Lord will 
later raise up, v. 16-19. 4°) 

As for the content of Christ's teaching in the days of the flesh, Christ 
preaches to himself, as the apostles afterwards preached only to him. 4”) In 
other words, Christ shows salvation not only as present,” but as present in 
his person. He therefore invites all to take salvation from him through faith 
in him. Whoever believes in him is eo ipso in possession of salvation. 
Whoever denies him faith is eo ipso excluded from salvation. He expresses 
this in both figurative and actual words. Joh. 6:33, 36, 40, 47: "This is the 
bread of God, which comes from heaven and gives life to the world. I am the 
bread of life: he that cometh to me shall never hunger; and he that believeth 
on me shall never thirst. This is the will of him who sent me, that whosoever 
sees the Son and believes in him shall have eternal life, and I will raise him 
up at the Last Day. He that believeth on me hath everlasting life." Christ also 
leaves no doubt that he is the object of saving faith, insofar as he is crucified 
and thus pays the ransom for the sins of men (satisfactio vicaria). Jn 3:14, 
16: "As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son 
of man be lifted up, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but 
have everlasting life". Matt. 20:28: "The Son of man came not to be 
ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for many" 
(sovvat 


948) Cf. Luther on Deut. 18:15. Sz. L. II, 1522 ff. 

949) Paul 1 Cor. 2:2: ob yap éxptwv4a Ti sidévat év Dpiv Ei Ly) Inoodv Xptotov Kai 
TODTOV EoTAVpaLEVvOV; 2 Cor. 4:5: Ov yap savtovs KNPVvoooLEV, GAAG XpPLoTOV 
Tnoow Koptov. 

950) Matt. 4:17: tyyyucev yop 1 Baotisia TOV Ovpavav. 
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THV WoXTV aAvTOD AVTPOV Avti TOAA@Vv). That Christ in his sacrificial death is 
the object of saving faith, he inculcates with increased determination 
especially also Joh. 6. After he first said: "I am the bread of life", he uses v. 
51 for this: The bread of life "is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the 
world". And when the Jews quarrelled about this among themselves 
(€uGyovto) and said: "How can this man give us his flesh to eat?" out of 
Christ's mouth there is no mitigation, but a sharpening of his statement, in 
that for "flesh" he uses "flesh" and "blood": "If you do not eat the flesh of the 
Son of Man and drink his blood, you have no life in you. He who eats my 
flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life." °°!’ But Christ here preaches 
Himself most emphatically in the sense that He, the incarnate (6 ek tov 
ovpavod KataBdc) Son of God, is the life of the world through His 
reconciling death. ®°”) That Christ thus preaches himself, and in his 
reconciling death, as the life of the world, arouses murmurings and 
contradiction among the Jews: &kANpdc EoTLV ObTOG 0 Adyoc V. 60. But 
Christ remains in the sense that one must take life from him who gives his 
life in death. At this point He lets it come to a separation, v. 66.°>» Joh. 8:24 
He says the mighty word: "If you do not believe that I am he, you will die in 
your sins."’ And 


951) So rightly also Meyer on Joh. 6:51 ff. Also David Brown: "This discourse 
has nothing to do with the Sacrament of the Supper." 

952) Meyer z. St. rightly turns against the mere "dedication", "whereby death is 
only included": "That dedication was already stated with ey sip 6 dptos etc.; but 
the progress from being to giving demands something else, namely a concrete act, 
and that is his reconciling dying and bloodshed. Luther on St. (St. L. VI, 2352): "It is 
written, this and no other, that this eating of flesh and drinking of blood gives eternal 
life; this is not a human work. The Papists do not want to suffer it yet... . The mad 
fools run from Christ to the works." 

953) Nevertheless Harnack says: "It is not the Son but only the Father who 
belongs to the Gospel as Jesus preached it. (Wesen des Christentums: Leipzig 1902, 
p. 91.) 

954) Luthardt on oti eyo sip: "Not only: the Messiah (e.g. Meyer) or that which 
comes from above (White), but par excellence: that which it is about, salvation, life, 
light etc. corresponds to the Old Testament N17 >1x [HEBREW] Jehovah, Deut. 32:39; 
Isaiah 43:10." With the eyo sip Christ at the same time declares himself 
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as later the apostles,”°> Christ also teaches in his preaching office on earth 
that the entire Old Testament Scripture points to him as the giver of life. © 
The question of the relationship between Law and Gospel in Christ's 
preaching must be answered: If Christ preaches himself, and especially 
himself in his reconciling death, then the Gospel or the sermon of grace is 
his real ministry. This is expressed when in Jn 1:17 Christ and Moses are 
confronted with each other: "The Law was given through Moses, and grace 
and truth came into being through Jesus Christ. The terminology of the 
Lutheran Confessions is based on this contrast, that Christ's real office is the 
preaching of the gospel, and that he teaches law propter evangelium 
[because of the gospel], that is, to come to his real office EvayyeAioac8a1 
mtIwyoic, Knpdéor Eviavtov Kvpiov dSextév,”>” through the proclamation of 
the Law. The Romans and the old and new Unitarians let Christ be a new 
legislator. *°®) Christ is said to have given new, and indeed more perfect, 
commandments than Moses. The intention of this teaching is to teach, under 
Christ's name, the opposite of Christianity, namely, the obtaining of 
justification and salvation from the works of the law. If Christ is a more 
perfect teacher of the law than Moses, it seems clear why men could not be 
justified and saved by the works commanded by Moses, but can attain this 
goal by the morally superior 


to be Jehovah himself. Cf. Luther, StL. VIII, 188: "I am God, and I am God with one 
another. Do what you will! If you do not believe that Iam God, you are nothing and 
must die in your sins. Therefore no prophet, apostle, or evangelist may preach, 
saying, Believe in God, and believe also in me that I am God; or if ye do not, all 
things are lost with you. . . That is to say, to throw away in an instant all that is, He 
that believeth not in me, that I am he; for with me is life and death, sin and 
righteousness, God and devil, heaven and hell. He thereby throws all things under 
Christ and separates from one another what is in this life of holiness and wisdom, 
from the Lord Christ.” 

955) Acts 10:43, 956) Joh. 5:39, 45, 46. 

957) F. C., M. 535, § 10 [Zrigl. 803, 10]; 636, § 12 [Trigl. 955, 12]. Luke 4:18- 
22. also Matt. 22:34-46 certainly belongs here (against Meyer). Cf. Luther, XI, 1710. 

958) Trident., sess. VI, can. 19-21, — Catech. Racov: De praeceptis Christi, 
quae legi addidit, Question 199 ff; ed. Oder, p. 404 sqq. — Harnack, Wesen des 
Christentums: Leipzig 1902, p. 45 ff. 


399 > The prophetic ministry, in a state of humiliation. [English edition ~ 
338-339] 


taught by Christ. °? On the other hand, it should be noted: Christ did not 
teach a new Law, only the Law of Moses, as he himself expressly declares. 
°60) Also in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. 6-7, Christ does not argue 
against Moses, but against the reversal of the Mosaic Law on the part of the 
scribes. The commandment to love one's neighbor, which was missing in the 
Old Testament, is clearly taught there. °°”) which even sensible Jews, for 
example the scribe, Luke 10:27, knew very well. Our old theologians 
therefore correctly say: Christus quidem. fuit legis doctor, sed non legislator 
[Christ was indeed a teacher of the law, but not a legislator]. The 
"evangelical counsels" (consilia evangelica) of the Roman Catholics: 
continentia, written as celibacy, obedientia, obedience to the ecclesiastical 
superiors, paupertas, renunciation of private property, are a Roman Catholic 
invention and serve the fallacy that a man can do even more than fulfil God's 
law, and that by following the "evangelical counsels" one can attain 
happiness even more easily and surely. °°”) The Arminians also see Christ as 
a new lawgiver and understand by the justifying faith omnem illam 
obedientiam, quam Deus praescribit, quaeque per fidem praestatur [all that 
obedience which God prescribes, and which is guaranteed by faith]. °° In 
substance, all Semipelagians and Synergists make Christ a new lawgiver, 
inasmuch as faith in the Gospel is for them a partly human achievement, and 
the matter is such that Moses demands much and Christ less work to attain 
salvation. 


959) Cf. the excellent explanations in Quenstedt II, 996 sqq. Also Baumgarten, 
Streitigk. II, 240 f. 

960) Christ, asked about the actual content of the divine law, refers to the law of 
Moses, Matt. 22:34-40 (love for God and neighbor). 

961) 3 Moses 19:18. 

962) So Arthur S. Barnes in Catholic Encycl. IV, 436: “The soul may indeed be 
saved and heaven attained without following the counsels; but that end will be 
reached more easily and with greater certainty if the counsels be accepted, and the 
Soul does now wholly coniine, herself to doing that which is definitely commanded. . 
. .Christ’s advice is, if we would make sure of everlasting life, and desire to conform 
ourselves perfectly to the divine will, that we should sell our possessions, and give 
the proceeds to others who are in need, that we should live a life of chastity for the 
Gospel’s sake, and, finally, should not seek honors or commands, but place ourselves 
under obedience.” 

963) Limborch, Theol. christ. III, c. 16, § 10-16; c. 17, § 23. Cf. 
Schneckenburger, Kleine Prot. Kirchenparteien, p. 21 f. Mohler's Praise of the 
Arminians, Symbolik >, p. 634 ff. 
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2. Directing the prophetic office in the state of exaltation “ 

In the state of exaltation, Christ directs the prophetic office through 
intermediaries. Even within the Lutheran Church, Christ's prophetic office 
has been limited to the state of humiliation, and then the teaching now 
coming from earth has been entrusted to Christ's royal office. °°? This is only 
a formal difference. If one puts the teaching under the royal office, then 
Christ is presented as a king who also teaches through his servants or 
messengers. But the Lutheran teachers, who with Gerhard and Quenstedt 
follow the teaching that they ascribe the prophetic office to Christ even in 
the state of exaltation, have good reason for this.° There is reason in 
Scripture to regard the teaching which is now taking place in and through the 
Church as a continuation of the teaching of Christ on earth. Joh. 20:21: "As 
the Father has sent me, so I send you." In the Apostle Paul, Christ speaks, as 
Paul strongly recalls in 2 Cor. 13:3: "Forasmuch as ye seek to be made aware 
of him that speaketh in me, which is Christ. °° But it is not important 
whether the teaching of Christ is brought under the prophetic or royal office 
in the state of exaltation. But it must be firmly established that in all 
teaching, which now takes place in the Church and through the Church, 
Christ is actually the one who teaches. All human teachers: the apostles, the 
preachers, all Christians, can only be considered as instruments of Christ. In 
the Church, no human word, but only Christ's word is to be taught until the 
Last Day. Joh. 8:31-32: "Eav bpeic peivnte év TO AOy@ TO EUG KTA.; 1 Tim. 
6:3-6: “Ei tic . . . ut] mpoogpyetat vytaivovow Adyots Tois ToD Kupiov Hav 
TInood Xptotod ... tetwq@tar. | Petr. 4:11: et tig AaAEt Ws Adyta Oeod. Now 
how did Christ ensure that even after his exaltation only his word would be 
taught on earth? He gave his word to the apostles not only for oral preaching, 
but also for writing it down. °°” Thus he made his apostles infallible teachers 
of the whole world. Furthermore, he gives 


964) So Calov, VII, 482. Baier speaks vacillatingly in II, 107. 

965) Gerhard, L. de persona et officio, § 322; Quenstedt, Syst. II, 313. 

966) éxei Sox Cyteite Tod év Euoi AaAodvtOc Xptotod. 

967) Joh. 14:26; 16:13-15; 2 Cor. 13:3; 1 Cor. 14:37; 2 Thess. 2:15 Cf. the 
Doctrine of inspiration. 
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teachers and pastors to the church until the Last Day, Eph. 4:11; but these are 
bound in their teaching to the infallible word of the Apostles, that is, to 
Christ's own word, Joh. 17:20.°°) Finally, Christ fills all his Christians with 
spiritual wisdom and knowledge, so that they can also teach and admonish 
one another, Joh. 7:38. 39; 4 Mos. 11:29; but this teaching and admonition is 
not done with their own independent word, but through the Word of Christ. 
"Let the word of Christ dwell abundantly among you in all wisdom." Col. 
3:16: So Christ is by his word the only teacher in the church and through the 
church until the last day. Therefore the word which the Christian church 
proclaims in its missionary vocation is simply called "the word of the Lord”. 
1 Thess. 1:8: "From you the word of the Lord is without end" (Gy' vu@v yap 
éEHyntat Adyoc tov Kupiov). All teaching that is not merely proclamation of 
the Word of Christ is false doctrine, pseudo-prophecy, and is forbidden in 
the Christian Church per se. °° 


968) When Christ says here: "I pray not only for them" (the Apostles), "but also 
for those who through them" (the Apostles) "will believe in me", he is referring to the 
infallible apostolic word as the source and foundation of the Church's faith until the 
Last Day. When souls come to faith through the ministry of preachers, it is because 
and in so far as these preachers preach the inspired word of the apostles. 

969) Luther speaks powerfully on this point: "If any man will preach, let him 
keep silent his words, and let them be valid in the worldly and domestic regiment; 
here in the church let him speak nothing but this rich landlord's word; otherwise it is 
not the true church. Therefore let it be said: God speaks. Let it be so in this world. If a 
prince wants to rule, his voice must sound in his country and house. If this happens in 
this miserable life, we should let God's word sound in the church and in eternal life. . 
. .. even though there is much chatter outside God's word, yet the Church is not in the 
chatter, and they shall become mad; they cry only ‘Church, Church’, one should hear 
the Pope and the bishops. . . . A Christian should hear nothing but the word of God. 
Otherwise, in the secular regiment, he hears another, how to punish the wicked and 
protect the pious, and of the household. But all here in the Christian church it shall be 
a house, since only the word of God resounds. "Let them cry out madly for ‘church, 
church, church' for without God's word, it is nothing." What Luther says here against 
the Papists is, of course, also true against all modern fanaticism and against "science" 
which claims to rule the church. Luther's well-known word that a preacher, if he is a 
proper preacher, should not seek forgiveness of sins for his sermon also belongs here. 
Every preacher must be able to say: "I 
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The truth that Christ is the real teacher in the Church is of the greatest 
practical importance. It is, as already indicated, the powerful admonition that 
men should not undertake to teach their own word in the Church, for this is 
an interference with the prophetic, or royal, ministry of Christ, who alone 
wants to have his word proclaimed in the Church. All heresy is a crime 
against majesty. Not only the Papists, but all those who teach "without and 
against God's Word" in the Church are in rebellion against Christ. All false 
teachers are therefore called 1 Joh. 2:18 avtiyptotot. This is to be noted 
against the modern disregard of false doctrine. The truth is that Christ is the 
real teacher in the Church, and for all hearers and readers of the Word of 
God the great consolation is that in this Word, which comes to them through 
human instruments, Christ himself acts with them, as well as the admonition 
not to despise the Word of God coming to them through human instruments, 
but to receive it with all reverence, for: "He who hears you hears me, and he 
who despises you despises me", Luke 10:16.?”” 


have been an apostle and prophet Jesus Christi in this sermon. Here it is not 
necessary, nor good, to ask forgiveness of sins as if it had been taught wrongly; this is 
the word of God, and not my word, which God neither forgives nor can forgive me, 
but confirms, praises, crowns, and says, "You have taught right, for I have spoken 
through you, and the word is mine. Let him that boast not of his preaching, let him 
only tarry to preach; for he is sure to deny and blaspheme God. (Sz. L. XVII, 1343 f.) 
Correct also is Strong: "All modern prophecy that is true is but the republication of 
Christ's message — the proclamation and expounding of truth already revealed in 
Scripture. (L. c., p. 389.) Philippi: "Where from Montanus to Irving a new 
prophethood has tried to assert itself in the Christian church, it has always proved to 
be false. ... There are only teachers and preachers of the Word of God, through whom 
the Lord receives his prophethood, which is once and for all complete, but which 
continued preservation of the prophetic Word and its enlightening spiritual effect can 
of course again be described as a continuation of the prophetic ministry of Jesus 
Christ, just as the conservatio mundi was probably called creatio continua. (L. c., p. 
22.) 

970) Luther laments "that human nature is so perverted and corrupt that we 
unfortunately do not believe that we hear God's Word when He speaks to us through 
a human being. For we value the word according to the greatness and prestige of him 
who speaks; we hear the man who speaks as a mere man and think it is the word of a 
man. And therefore we also despise it and become tired of it, but we do. 
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Finally, it must be pointed out that the Son of God is the person of the 
Holy Trinity, even before his incarnation, in the Old Testament, who spoke 
to the people and mediated intercourse with them. The Scriptures testify, a. 
that the prophets spoke through the Spirit of Christ, 1 Petr. 1:11, b. that it 
was the Son of God who communicated with men, Isaiah 6 (cf. Joh. 12:41), 
dealt with Israel in the desert, 1 Cor. 10:4.°7) 


We should thank God for putting his divine word into the mouth of the man or 
servant who is like us everywhere, who can speak to us and comfort and lift us up 
with the word. . . . But now it is not the word of the parish priest, nor of St. Peter, nor 
of any other servant, but of the divine majesty itself". (II, 905.) 

971) Cf. Luther, II, 800; also the detailed presentation in the report of the 
Central District of the Missouri Synod 1883 (speaker: P. C. M. Zorn), especially p. 
59 ff. Here is the thesis: "Our Lord Jesus Christ is that person of the Holy Trinity 
who first reveals himself in the Old Covenant. In its execution it says: "When one 
opens and reads the Bible [Old Testament]: God spoke, God did this, and asks: 
"Which person is meant by this?” the answer is: "First of all, God the Son. This is not 
to say that the Father and the Holy Spirit are not also revealed in the Old Testament. 
The thesis is only to say that the first and foremost emerging, acting and speaking 
divine person in the Old Testament, the first and foremost revealing Jehovah, is our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Not only has Christ revealed Himself through special appearances 
in the Old Testament, but He is the God of the Old Testament in general, unless it is 
clear from the context that it is necessarily the Father or the Holy Spirit. Luther says: 
"It is revealed to us almost everywhere in the Old Testament under the name of God 
Christ." (II, 853.) Hengstenberg: "Throughout the entire Old Testament there is the 
doctrine of the angel of the Lord, whose mediation is to be thought of "everywhere" 
(?) "where God enters into relationship with mortals, even where they are not 
explicitly thought of. .. . In the first two passages (Gen. 16:13; 32:31) we can 
specifically prove that God was seen through the mediation of His angel. Gen. 16:7 
goes first: And it was the angel of the Lord who found them. And according to Hos. 
12 it was the angel of the Lord with whom Jacob was in contact at Pniel, incidentally 
the invisible God", 1 Tim. 1:17, not a double mediation, under the Old Covenant the 
angel of the Lord, under the New Covenant the only-born Son, ... but in the angel of 
the Lord the Logos presents himself in the prelude to his incarnation. The Old 
Testament itself proceeds from this view, announcing to Zechariah and Malachi that 
in the Messiah the angel of the Lord will appear among his people. And John follows 
this view when he tells Joh. 1:11 that the Messiah has come into his possession, in 
chapter 12:41, "Isaiah saw Christ. (Commentary on John I, 61 f.) 
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The high priestly [sacerdotal] office of Christ. * 

The grace which Christ proclaims as Prophet, he has acquired as a 
priest. This close connection between the prophetic and high priestly office 
must be kept in mind from the outset. The high priestly office gives the 
content for the prophetic one. If Christ in his high priestly office has brought 
about only a quasi-reconciliation of people with God, then the prophetic 
office has only a quasi-reconciliation to proclaim. If, on the other hand, 
Christ brought about a real, perfect, objective reconciliation of all people 
with God through his substitutionary life and suffering, the Gospel is now a 
message of grace for all people, which they only have to accept through faith 
in order to gain possession of the grace acquired by Christ. It is well said 
that, for example, the Socinians, rationalists, etc., by their denial of the 
vicarious satisfaction of Christ, leave only the prophetic office of Christ 
standing. But this is not exactly what is said. With the denial of the high 
priestly office, the prophetic office in the biblical sense also falls away. In 
his prophetic office Christ is then no longer the giver of grace for a world of 
sinners that is under the curse of the law, but only a moral preacher who 
teaches and tempts people to acquire salvation through their own efforts of 
virtue. So much depends on the correct understanding of the high priestly 
work of Christ! 

What is the high priestly work of Christ? 


The high priestly office of Christ in the state of humiliation. * 

Christ, whom the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments explicitly 
call "priest",°’” has reconciled all humanity with God in a state of 
humiliation. 2 Cor. 5:19: "God was in Christ and reconciled (kataAAdoowv) 
the world to Himself." — Scripture, however, does not only report the fact of 
reconciliation, but above all describes the mode and manner of reconciliation 
(modus reconciliationis) or the means by which reconciliation is effected 
(medium reconciliationis). 


972) Cf. Ps. 110:4: ov 175 [HEBREW]; Zech. 6:13: 183-99 175 [HEBREW] 
and accordingly in the New Testament tepeve, apytspeve, tepevc péyas etc., Hebr. 5:6; 
8:4; 10:11; 2:17; 3:1; 4:14; 5:16. 
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Christ has reconciled people with God by offering himself (seipsum) to God 
as a sacrifice of atonement. Joh. 17:19: "for their sakes I sanctify myself"; °’» 
1 Tim. 2:6: "He who gave himself for salvation for all"; 1 Joh. 2:2: "The 
same is the reconciliation (tAaop6c) for our sin, not only for ours, but also 
for the whole world.” According to Scripture, this is the difference between 
the exemplary priestly work in the Old Testament and the unique priestly 
work of Christ in the New Testament: In Veteris Testamenti sacrificiis 
offerebantur victimae a_ sacerdotibus distinctae, Christus semetipsum 
sacrificavit. [In the sacrifices of the Old Testament, the victims were offered 
separately by the priests, Christ sacrificed himself] (Baier.) [Ed. - see vol. 
3:109, quote from § 8] In the New Testament Christ is both priest and victim 
at the same time, Hebr. 7:27: 6c obk éyet KO’ HuEgpav avayKnv donEp oi 
APYLEPEIC MPOTEPOV DAEP THV 1di@v GpLApTLaV OBvoias dvaéspEtv EmEITA TOV 
Tod AGod TODTO yap Exoinosv E”anas Eavtov avevéyKac. This self-sacrifice 
of Christ, however, according to the Scriptures, comprises a double aspect: 
Christ gave himself for us in his holy life (obedientia activa), Hebr. 9:14: 
"offered himself without spot to God" (Eavtov mpoonveyKEV GLOLOV 
&uopov tH Os; ?”, Hebr. 7:26 etc., and in his suffering and dying 
(obedientia passiva), Eph. 5:2: Christ has " given himself for us an offering 
and a sacrifice" (Ovoia, sacrifice). — Through this high priestly work 
accomplished by Christ on earth, God is now reconciled with men once and 
for all, that is, God's grace has been turned to men, Hebr. 9:12: 516 tov idtov 
aipatos sionAOEev eodma€ etc ta ayia, aim@viav Avtpwow Evpdpévoc This is 
what Scripture teaches of the fact and the means of the reconciliation of the 
world through the self-sacrifice of Christ. The individual aspects will be 
discussed in more detail later. 

However, the following must be added immediately: If men are 
reconciled to God through the sacrifice offered by Christ, or, which is the 
same thing, if the guilt of sin of men 


973) Meyer z. St.: "The ayiaC@ épavtov is the factual consecration which Christ, 
by offering himself to God by his death, makes to himself, so that ay1dCo is equal to 
TpOGMEePw Coit Ovoiav (Gy1aCew, wrypA:? [HEBREW], such word of sacrifice in the 
Old Testament, Deut. 15:19 ff.) — Christ is priest and victim at the same time." 

974) One must not allow the term "sinlessness" to become flattened. Sinlessness 
is obedience to the divine law. 
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before God is redeemed, then through this sacrifice men are also redeemed 
from all the terrible consequences of the guilt of sin, from death, from the 
power of the devil, from the dominion of sin, etc. This effect of 
reconciliation, which is directed by Christ, is described in Scripture in a 
comprehensive and very detailed way. The power of death is abolished by 
Christ, 2 Tim. 1:10: Christ "took away the power of death and brought life 
and an imperishable being to light". ?”) The power of the devil, which he had 
over men out of God's judgment, is destroyed. Hebr. 2:14: " Forasmuch then 
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took 
part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power 
of death, that is, the devil."°”® From the dominion of sin men are redeemed 
through Christ's atoning sacrifice, Tit. 2:14: "Who gave himself for us, that 
he might redeem us from all iniquity (am6 morc avoutac) and purify unto 
himself a peculiar people, zealous of good works."®”” All this must be 
diligently inculcated on the basis of Scripture, so that it may be recognized 
that through Christ we are redeemed from all evil, but in such a way that the 
remission of sin through Christ's once offered sacrifice always remains in the 
foreground and is taught as the cause and source of redemption from death, 
the devil, the dominion of sin, etc. Because our guilt of sin before God is 
paid off, we are also redeemed from death, etc. ?”®) 


975) The locus classicus of overcoming and abolishing death by Christ 1 Cor. 
15. 

976) Christ's atoning death the judgment on the devil and the expulsion from the 
kingdom; vbv 6 Gpyov Tod KdopOv TOUTOD EKBANOYoETa EE, Joh. 12:31; 14:30; 
16:11; Col. 2:15. 

977) 1 Petr. 1:18. 19; 2:24; especially also Rom. 7:1-6. 

978) Quite rightly Th. Harnack says against v. Hofmann: "Salvation has its 
central and focal point not in the abolition of death, but in the lifting of the divine 
sentence and human guilt, which are the cause and the power, the actual deadly thing 
of death. This is why, as our confession also teaches in accordance with Scripture, the 
lifting of the state of guilt of the abolition of the dominion of death is objectively 
preceded by the lifting of the guilt.” (Das Bekenntnis der luth. Kirche von der 
Verséhnung, etc. By Dr. G. Thomasius, with an afterword by Dr. Th. Harnack. Erl. 
1857, p. 138 f.) 
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The vicarious satisfaction. * 
Satisfaction vicaria. Vicarious satisfaction. 

An ecclesiastical expression for the high priestly activity of Christ in the 
state of humiliation is "vicarious satisfaction". The meaning of this 
expression is that Christ has vicariously (in place of men) done to God, who 
is angry at the sins of men, that which transforms God's wrath on men into 
grace against men. The expression is not contained in Scripture. But the 
thing designated by the expression is nothing other than the teaching of 
Scripture about the redemption that has taken place through Christ. This 
ecclesiastical expression has not been placed unevenly on the same line as 
Opoovotos. Just as Guoovotoc briefly expresses the teaching of Scripture 
about the true Godhead of the Son of God, so in the expression "vicarious 
satisfaction" we have a summary of what Scripture teaches concerning 
redemption through Christ, in opposition to false doctrine. 

The expression "satisfactio vicaria" expresses the following truths 
clearly inscribed in Scripture: I. There is in God an unchanging justice 
towards men, according to which he demands from men perfect conformity 
with the Law he has given them (institia legislatoria, normativa) and, in the 
event of disagreement, is angry with them to the extent that he pronounces 
on them the judgment of eternal damnation (institia legislatoria, normativa). 
The iustitia legislatoria expresses Christ in Matt. 22:37, 39: " Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,... Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself." The iustitia vindicativa in case of transgression is testified Gal. 
3:10: “Cursed is everyone that continueth not in all things which are written 
in the Book of the Law to do them.” That this curse extends into eternity is 
expressed by Christ Mark 9:48: " Where their worm dieth not, and the fire is 
not quenched." For the purpose of combating satisfactio vicaria, the more 
recent theologians set aside the biblical doctrine of iustitia legislatoria and 
its consequence, iustitia vindicativa, by asserting "that punitive justice refers 
more to the world government in the sense of Providence, and gentleness 
more to the economy of salvation". The 
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justice of God should not have a "private law" character. °””) These are anti- 
biblical sayings. According to Scripture, the legislative and punitive justice 
of God does not only refer to the world government in general, but is so 
eminently "private law" that it refers to every human individual, both in 
terms of demand and in terms of punishment and curse: "Thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God" and "Cursed be everyone who does not abide in all that is 
written!” In this relationship of legislative and punitive justice to every 
individual of the human race, the further judgement of Scripture is based on 
the fact that all human beings, because they do not comply with the 
requirement of the law of God, can still comply (Rom 8:7), are sinners, 
guilty of God, and indeed are under the wrath of God or the curse of the law. 
Rom. 3:9-18: Jews and Gentiles are under sin; Rom. 3:19: all the world is 
guilty before God (vaddixoc, delinquent); Rom. 5:10: men exOpoi, that is, 
hated by God, subject to His wrath; °8° Eph. 2:3: by nature the children of 
wrath, téxkva pvdoet opyjc. — IL. God has laid upon Christ and Christ has 
placed himself in the place of men both under the duty and the punishment 
of the divine Law given to men. Christ's fulfillment of the Law given to man 
in the place of man is testified Gal. 4:4-5: "God sent His Son, born of a 
woman and put under the law (yevépevov v6 vopov), that He might redeem 
those who were under the law." °°! Christ's vicarious suffering of the 
punishment to which men were subject by their failure to fulfill the law is 
testified in Gal. 3:13: "Christ redeemed us (eEnydpaoev) from the curse of 
the law" (scil., the law given to men, v. 10), "because he became a curse for 
us"; 2 Cor. 5:14: "One died for all"; 1 Petr. 3:18: "Christ suffered once for 
our sin, the righteous for the unrighteous.” That Christ only "for the best", 
but not "in the place" of men (loco hominum) 


979) Cf. the comments of Nitzsch, Ev. Dogmatik 3, p. 468. 

980) So rightly Meyer, Philippi. Also Luthardt: 'Ey9poi dvtec, does not have the 
active sense (so e.g. Beck and Ritschl), but passive: to whom God was enemy, who 
were under God's wrath." 

981) The restriction of vduLoc to the Israelite ceremonial law is excluded in the 


text. 


409 > The vicarious satisfaction. [English edition ~ 346] 


is a rationalistic-dogmatic reinterpretation of the above and other scriptural 
statements. °°?) — III. Scripture also clearly expresses that through Christ's 
vicarious action and suffering God's wrath against human beings or—which 
is the same thing—God's condemnation of human beings is now completely 
annulled. Rom. 5:18: "By one" (namely Christ's) "righteousness" (ducai@pa, 
v. 19: bxakorjc) "the justification of life has come upon all men"; Rom. 5:10: 
“When we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, 
much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life.” (ex8poi, 
passive: Deo invisi) ". Luthardt rightly remarks on the latter passage: "It is a 
change of position on the part of God.” That the reconciliation of the world, 
which happened through Christ, is a change of mind not on the part of men 
but on the part of God, is also 


982) Rather it is to say: Therefore "for the best", because "in place". Kliefoth 
rightly wrote against v. Hofmann: "This whole long interrogation of apostolic 
statements does nothing else but follow vaép ("died for us, given" etc.) and wants to 
make us understand that it must be translated everywhere not 'instead of ours' but 'for 
our best’. Of course it can be translated everywhere "for our good", because since it 
was for our good that the Lord died instead of us, "for our good" also fits into the 
context. This does not tell us anything new, even v. Hofmann, for the old rationalists 
have often told us so; the only question is how the death of the Lord was for our 
good, and whether it was not for our good precisely because it took place in our 
place. (Der Schriftbeweis des D. v. Hofmann. Schwerin 1859, p. 482 f.) That avti also 
has the meaning "in place", "instead", one should not deny in view of such passages 
as Matt. 20:28 and 1 Cor. 11:15: Correctly Meyer on Matt. 20:28 (to give his life 
means the substitution. That which is given as ransom takes the place of those who 
are ransomed with it. The Avtpov is an avtiAvtpov (1 Tim. 2:6), avtéAdaypo (Matt. 
16:26)." Also vmép has the meaning instead of places like 2 Cor. 5:14: sic vaép 
nméavtov, | Petr. 3:18: dixatoc vaep ddikwv. Steiger aptly remarks on the latter 
passage: "The sharp comparison of these two predicates leaves no one with a sense of 
language in doubt for a moment that vaép expresses a change of person, that the 
meaning of the apostle is that we are the unjust who deserve suffering through our 
sins, that Christ did not deserve any and yet took it over, namely by suffering what 
sinners should have suffered, that is, instead of them and thus for their own good. 

makes an unnecessary and contrary to Scripture concession when he 
remarks (Dogmatik, p. 246): "The representation is not directly expressed, but 
underlies the whole view and representation.” 
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expressly stated in 2 Cor. 5:19, where kOopov KatadAdoowv éavta is further 
determined by pn AoyiCopEvos adtoics Ta TapaatHpata abtmv. The 
reconciliation of mankind with God took place through the fact that God in 
himself, in his heart (in foro divino), did not ascribe sins to men, but forgave 
them, i.e. let the anger about the sins of men come to an end, not through his 
absolute perfection of power, but through the intervention of Christ as a 
mediator (ueoitns Osod kai avOpanov [1 Tim. 2:5 - one mediator between 
God and men]), specifically the doing and suffering of Christ (6v evdc 
mapamtapatoc [Rom. 5:18 - by the righteousness of one], 16 tig braKoT|¢ 
tod évdc [Rom. 5:19 - by the obedience of One] — 616 tod Bavatov tod 
Yiod adtod [Rom. 5:10 by the death of his Son], sic bxép Tavtwv dné0avev 
[2 Cor. 5:14 - One died for all]). This is the teaching of Scripture about the 
reconciliation of the world brought about by the incarnate Son of God. And 


This teaching is not a "theory" either, as Luthardt (Dogm., p. 
266), calls it, but a doctrine that Christians of all times have believed, even 
before the emergence of the expressions satisfactio and satisfactio vicaria, 
and that is why it is also known by the Christian church in its songs. Not 
only "the underlying idea" is correct, as is often expressed nowadays, but the 
thing itself is completely correct, that is, according to Scripture. Luthardt's 
objection that "what Christ did and suffered does not completely coincide in 
the sense of mutual reckoning with what we would have to do and suffer" is 
based on the modern theological revelation of the principle of Scripture. If 
anything is clear on the basis of Scripture, the fact is clear that the 
redemption effected by Christ was "in the sense of mutual reckoning". 
Scripture presents the "mutual reckoning" in all its factors. Christ, with all 
that he has done and suffered, stood up for the world, for all people. The 
reckoning is therefore extensively perfect. Through Christ's actions and 
sufferings the world has indeed been reconciled with God, that is, God's 
wrath against the world has been lifted, pm) AoyiCopEvoc adtoic TH 
NAPAATOLATA odtHvV [2 Cor. 5:19 - not imputing their trespasses unto them]. 
The reckoning is therefore extensively perfect. At last God himself has 
acknowledged the account in the sense of a complete "mutual reckoning" by 
raising Christ from the dead. For just as Christ was given away for our sin, 
so he was also raised 51a Thy Stkaimow Hnudv [Rom. 4:25 - for our 
justification] Thus, according to the divine reckoning revealed in Holy 
Scriptures, there is a 
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complete "mutual reckoning" between God and the sinful human world 
through what Christ did and suffered. 

As far as Luther's and the dogmatist's doctrine of vicarious satisfaction 
is concerned, the statements already mentioned in the section "Grace in 
Christ" (p. 19 ff.) belong here. Luther declares it to be a characteristic of 
paganism ("the faith of the Turks and Jews") if someone wanted to think that 
God was "without comfort" - and by this he understands Christ's vicarious 
satisfaction - gracious to people. All terms that belong to vicarious 
satisfaction are expressed in Luther's work, for example in his explanations 
of Jn 3:16-21 (StL. XL, 1084 ff.), In 1:29 (VII, 1716 ff.), Gal 3:13 (IX, 367 
ff.). The writings of Luther against the antinomians also belong here (XX, 
1610 ff.), just as all fighters against vicarious satisfaction are trapped in 
antinomianism. 


Objective and subjective reconciliation. “ 

According to Scripture, there is an objective reconciliation of all people 
with God, that is, a reconciliation not to be brought about by human beings 
first, but one brought about by Christ 1900 years ago. The reconciliation is 
there, it is there above all the actions of men and apart from them. It is an 
accomplished fact, like the creation of the world. Rom. 5:10: "we were 
reconciled to God by the death of his Son"; that is, at the time when Christ 
died, our reconciliation with God came about. Just as the death of Christ lies 
backwards, so does the accomplishment of our reconciliation. 2 Cor. 5:19: 
"God was in Christ reconciling" (scil, at the time when Christ lived and died 
on earth) "the world with Himself. The kataAAdooew, Rom. 5:10 and 2 Cor. 


. At the time when Christ offered his atoning sacrifice, God let his wrath 
go against men. This is not a human explanation, but that of the apostle, 
when he adds to the words: "God was in Christ and reconciled the world to 
himself": wn AoyiGopuEvocs avtois TA TA TAPAATHLATA avtov, by not 
attributing their sins to them, that is, by forgiving sin to the whole world 
even then in his heart, justifying the whole world. For "not imputing sin" is, 
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according to the language of Scripture (Rom. 4:6-8), as much as "forgiving 
sin," "justifying" sinners. According to Scripture, furthermore, the fact that 
Christ was raised from the dead is an actual absolution or an objective 
justification of the whole world of sinners, Rom 4:25: nyép6n die trv 
dukatwot hav [was raised again for our justification]. °°» So clearly 
Scripture testifies to the objective reconciliation of all human beings with 


God, effected once and for all by Christianity! ?°4) Of this objective 


983) Cf. the more detailed version on page 380 and note 893. 

984) So correctly also Meyer in his explanation of 2 Cor. 5:18-19: "By virtue of 
their unclean sin, men were afflicted with God's holy wrath, éy@poi 9e0b. Rom. 5:10, 
Deo invisi; but by letting Christ ... die, God caused the erasure of their sins, so that 
God's wrath ceased. The same thought is contained in Romans 5:10, but in passive 
expression. ... The reconciliation of all men was made objectively through Christ's 
death." The Southern District Report of the Missouri Synod, 1883, pp. 20 ff. There it 
says: "Through the work of Christ a perfect reconciliation of God with men has been 
effected. The work which Christ, as the 'mediator' (1 Tim. 2:5) between God and 
man, did was pleasing to God, as Eph. 5:2 of Christ says, that he 'gave himself for us 
for a gift and sacrifice, God for a sweet odor'. Just as God, by the grace of Christ, 
who did not know of any sin, made it a sin for men (2 Cor. 5:21), that is, Christ 
counted the sins of men as his own, he also regarded the atonement made by Christ as 
if it had been made by men themselves. The Holy Spirit writes through St. Paulum a 
Cor. 5:14: "We hold that if one died for all, they all died. Through Christ's suffering 
and death, the sins of all people are atoned for as fully as if all thousands of millions 
of people had themselves suffered eternal hell punishments. The result is now: God is 
completely reconciled with all human beings and with every single one of them. No 
human being needs to do or suffer anything else to reconcile God, to attain justice 
and happiness. The Holy Scriptures testify to this explicitly. 2 Cor. 5:19 we read: 
God was in Christ and reconciled the world to Himself", that is, at that time, 1900 
years ago, when Christ fulfilled the Law for mankind and endured the punishment for 
the transgression of the Law on the part of mankind, God reconciled mankind to 
Himself. We need to look at the simple, clear words here and let them work through 
us. We know what it means to be reconciled with someone. We then say of someone 
that he is reconciled with another when he has let go of all the anger that he once had 
against the other for whatever reason. In the same way, God has let all wrath go away 
for the sake of Christ's work against those whom he was angered because of their 
sins. This is expressed in the words: 


413 > Objective and subjective reconciliation. [English edition ~ 349] 


reconciliation that has taken place, the Gospel is the message, which is why 
it is called 2 Cor. 5:19 6 Adyov Tig KaTAUAAaYyT|\c. And so it is that men are 
now reconciled with God, either in turn or subjectively, through nothing 
other than faith (sola fide). In other words, we are now reconciled with God 
through faith, because the reconciliation through Christ's satisfaction is 
already present and is proclaimed and presented in the Gospel. For faith in 
the reconciliation that objectively exists, Paul in 2 Corinthians 5:20 calls for: 
KATOAAGYNTE TO Ose [“be ye reconciled to God”], and confesses in Romans 
5:11 in the name of all Christians that through Christ we "now"—that is, in 
becoming believers and in justification—"have received reconciliation". °° 
According to Scripture, the Lutheran Confessions also emphasize the truth 
that there is only one way of man's subjective reconciliation with God: 
through faith in the reconciliation or forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ. 
Apology: "Faith reconciles and makes us righteous before God, if and when 
we take up the promise by faith. "Sic igitur reconciliamur Patri et accipimus 
remissionem peccatorum, quando erigimur fiducia promissae misericordiae 
propter Christum." [Google] "Fides nos Deo reconciliat", namely quia 
accipit remissionem peccatorum. [Faith reconciles us to God," namely 
because it receives the remission of sins.] 7° 


"God reconciled the world to himself. In Christ, God now stands by man as if he had 
never offended him with sin, as if there had never been a division between God and 
man. Here the so-called objective justification is clearly taught; for if God is 
reconciled with men through Christ, if he has nothing against them, if he has 
absolved them of their sins in his heart, he considers them righteous for Christ's sake. 
... Thus, according to Scripture, there is a reconciliation of God with men and a 
justification of them before faith. The circumstances of Christ's death also point to 
this: Christ's call: The darkness until the ninth hour, when Christ died (at the ninth 
hour the sun came forth again as an image of the sun of grace that rose again for us 
through Christ's death), and the breaking of the curtain in the temple (for through this 
miraculous event God has indeed declared that every sinner now has free access to 
him).” 

985) Correct is Philippi on Rom. 5:11: "The kataAAayn [reconciliation] is there; 
we receive it by faith, so that katoAAaynv Aap aver [reconciled] == ducatovobat 
[justified]; see 2 Cor. 5:21: kataAAGynte TH Os [‘Be ye reconciled to God’].". 

986) Apol. M., p. 144 [Zrigl. 213, Art. HI]; 101, § 81 [143, Art. 1V ID, 81]; 
108, § 114 [Zrigl. 155, Art. TV [I]., 114]; 119, § 61 [171, Art. I, 61]. 
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rey What is recorded here cannot be rectified later. If it is 


stated that humanity is completely reconciled with God through Christ's 
actions and sufferings, there is no longer any room for the false doctrine, 
which has appeared in many forms, that mankind must still bring about their 
reconciliation with God wholly or partly by themselves. All rationalist, 
Roman Catholic and modern theological doctrine of works has lost its 
ground. °°” The objective reconciliation of all people with God, brought 
about by Christianity, forces the correct understanding of the Gospel and 
faith. The Gospel can now be nothing other than the proclamation and 
presentation of the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ,?*® and the saving 
faith can now be nothing other than the mere acceptance of the forgiveness 
of sins acquired by Christ. °°) The reinterpretation of the saving faith 
attempted by old and new false teachers into a human 


987) Thus Luther argues against the Papist doctrine of works simply with 
Christ's perfect work. He writes: "There is the article that the children pray: "I believe 
in Jesus Christ, crucified, died, etc. No one has died for our sin but Jesus Christ, the 
Son of God. Jesus alone, the Son of God; again I say: Jesus alone, the Son of God, 
has redeemed us from sin, that is certainly true and all Scripture; and should all devils 
and the world be torn apart and burst, it is true. "But if he alone can take away sin, we 
cannot be redeemed by our works." E.A. 25:76. 

988) Luther to Luke 24:46-47: "On the other hand, one should also preach 
forgiveness of sins in his [Christ's] name; this is nothing else, but that one should 
preach the gospel which proclaims to all the world that in Christ sin has been 
swallowed up in all the world, and that he therefore died to take away sin from us and 
rose again to eat it and destroy it.” (St. L. XI, 693.) 

989) Luther: "Therefore work does not belong to Evangelio, for it is not law, but 
faith alone; for it is vainly a mere promise and offering of divine grace. Whoever 
believes in it receives the grace" etc. (St. L. XI, 84.) Furthermore: "Faith holds up 
hands and sackcloth and allows only good things to be done. For as God, the Giver, 
by his love gives such things, so we are the recipients by faith, which does nothing, 
because we receive such a gift. For it is not our doing and cannot be earned by our 
work; it has already been given and given; only that you open your mouth, or rather 
your heart, and keep quiet and allow yourself to be filled.” Ps. 81:11" (StL. XI, 1103 
f.). 
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achievement, good human behavior, etc., is immediately recognized as false 
doctrine in the light of the objective reconciliation brought about by 
Christ.®”” On the other hand, if the Scriptural doctrine of perfect 
reconciliation through Christ's substitutionary satisfaction is not recognized 
or relinquished, the rationalistic, Roman, Arminian, modern-theological 
works doctrine follows quite naturally. If Christ either did not do enough for 
mankind at all or only partly, man is left to do what Christ failed to do. Then 
only the quantity and the external form of the righteousness of the works is 
possible. The Gospel is then not 6 Adyov tig KaTAAAayij< [“the word of 
reconciliation”], 2 Cor. 5:19, 0 Adyoc Tis yapttos [“the Word of His grace”’], 
Acts 20:32, etc., but descends to an instruction how men themselves can, 
through more or less their own actions, fully gain a merciful God. The 
Gospel thus eo ipso becomes law. Accordingly, faith is then also not the 


simple acceptance of the reconciliation brought about by Christ, but rather 
the human achievement, whereby the human being places himself in favor 
with God. 


. The doctrine immediately loses its Christian 
character and becomes pagan works teaching as soon as the perfect 
reconciliation of all people is revealed through Christ's substitutionary 
satisfaction. Moreover, the whole doctrine immediately becomes practically 
useless, since no conscience that has been rightly determined by the law of 
God will be able to rest until it is based in faith solely on the reconciliation 
brought about by Christ and proclaimed in the Gospel. 


990) Walther reminds us that also the contradiction against absolution has its 
reason in the fact that one does not recognize the perfect redemption of the whole 
world of sinners which happened through Christ. He writes (Pastorale, p. 157; 
[Pastoral Theology (2017), p. 186]): "Admittedly, whoever does not believe that 
Christ has already completely redeemed the whole world, and that the good news of 
the Gospel is therefore nothing other than an absolution to be brought to the whole 
world, founded on that redemption which has already taken place, which, in order to 
obtain its blessed fruit, requires nothing but faith in it or, in a word, acceptance. . . he, 
of course, will never be able to convince himself of the preciousness of private 
confession and absolution". 
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The objections against the vicarious satisfaction. “ 

In discussing these objections, we are approaching the saddest chapter in 
the whole history of mankind. People cannot reconcile themselves with God. 
Out of love for humanity °°? God has taken reconciliation into his own 
hands,” in such a way that he did not spare his own Son either, but instead 
placed him in the place of humanity under the duty and curse of the law 
given to humanity. Men are to be able to say, according to Rom. 5, that they 
have been justified by Christ's blood (6txka1w8évtEc év TH Gipatt adTOD 
[Rom. 5:9 — “justified by his blood”’]), have been reconciled to God through 
the blood of His Son (katnAAadynuev TH Oe@ 51a tod Vavatov tod Yiod 
abdtot — [Rom. 5:10 - “we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son]). 
Yea, by Jesus Christ, through whom they have received the reconciliation, 
they shall turn to God himself, as to their now gracious God, and of the hope 
of God's glory (kavympevot év 10 Os@ [v. 11 — “joy in God”] — kavyopeba 
én’ Ednidt Tic 60EN¢ ToD Weod [v. 2 — “in hope of the glory of God”’]). 


The human objections to the 
reconciliation brought about by Christ's 'vicarious satisfaction’ had to be 
discussed already in the doctrine of grace, when it was a question of 
describing the saving grace as a grace in Christ or for Christ's sake. °”») The 
following points will be repeated and further elaborated here. 

I. It has been said that God can forgive sin by virtue of his power, 
without any satisfaction given by Christ to mankind. °° Answer: The 
discussion of what God can do in his power is useless and foolish, since God 
has declared in Scripture that he can forgive sin only on the basis of the 
satisfaction of Christ 51a tic dmoALTPwOEWS Tic EV Xploto Inood, Rom. 
3:24. Cf. Luther's crude rejection of the folly of those who philosophize 
about God's ability, even though Scripture clearly says what 


991) Rom. 5:8: ovviotnow tiv éavtod ayamnv sic NULGs O Osdc. 

992) Because reconciliation is not effected by men but by God, therefore 2 Cor. 
5:19 does not say: savtov KaTaAAdaaov TP KOaLOr but rather: KOoLOV KATAAAdCOMV 
éavtd, as can be seen from v. 18: 6é navta Ek Tod Osod tod KatarAdEavtos Huds 
KTA. 

993) pp. 17-21, 994) So Socinians etc. Note 45. 
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God actually does and wants to do. ®°) But that GmoAvtpwotc, [redemption] 
Rom. 3:24 etc, does not denote a liberation in general (as the Socinians and 
their comrades, also von Hofmann, objected), but rather a redemption 
through the payment of a ransom, it follows, among other things, 
incontestably from the fact that the Scriptures explicitly name this ransom, 
namely Christ himself, | Tim. 2:6; Christ's life, Matt. 20:28; Christ's blood, | 
Petr. 1:18. 

II. It is said that it is an unworthy conception of God to present him as 
sinful man in such an angry way that he could only be reconciled through 
Christ's vicarious suffering and death. ”) Answer: What are worthy or 
unworthy concepts of God, man can learn only from God's revelation, that is, 
from the Scriptures. According to Scripture, God's wrath is against sinful 
man according to his righteousness, Rom. 1:18: "The wrath of God is 
revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men"; 
Gal. 3:10: "Cursed be everyone who does not abide in all that which is 
written in the book of the law, that he should do it"; Rom. 5:10: éy@poi évtEc 
[being enemies]. 8) — That God is angry with men because of their sins, 
every man feels in his 


995) Note 56. 

996) Note 46 Meyer to Rom. 3:24: At &noAvtpaotc the special term redemption 
(Eph. 1:7; 1 Cor. 6:20; Gal. 3:13) cannot be translated into general deliverance; 
because the Avtpov or avtiAvtpov (Matt. 20:28; 1 Tim, 2:6), which Christ performed 
... was His blood, which was the atoning sacrificial blood. . . However, dnoAvtpwotc 
can express the general concept of deliverance, which is in the Christian sense 
messianic salvation (Rom. 8:23); but where it speaks of the effect of the death of 
Jesus, as here and Eph. 1:7 etc., the atoning sacrificial blood is meant as the purchase 
price (against Ritschl), as illuminated in Matt. 20:28; 1 Cor. 6:20; 7:23; Gal. 3:13 etc. 
The same proof in Quenstedt, Syst. I, 653 ff. 

997) This objection is found not only with the Socinians, crude rationalists, 
Ritschl etc., but also with many American sect preachers of our time. One has 
become timid to tell the tender generation of our time about the wrath of God against 
the sinful human race. 

998) Meyer on Rom. 5:10 (€x8poi): "Not active, hostile against God, it is 
comprehensible, because Christ's death did not erase the hostility of men against God. 
. . Only the passive explanation is correct: "Enemies of God, that is, those against 
whom the holy opytjc [wrath] of God on account of sin, 8sootvysic [hated by God], 
1:30; tékva Opyijs [children of wrath], Eph. 2:3" Cf. note 50. 
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conscience; all philosophical speculations about the impossibility, 
irrationality etc. of the wrath of God cannot soothe a conscience. — The 
wrath of God against the sin of men is also evident in the fact of death that 
comes upon men, Hebr. 2:16. But that this actual wrath of God against the 
sin of men has come upon Christ, has broken in Christ and through him has 
been transformed into grace, is clearly taught in Gal. 3:13: "Christ redeemed 
us from the curse of the law, having become a curse (katépa) for us.” 

III. It is said: In the fact that Christ died for mankind, the love of God is 
revealed, Rom. 5:8: "Therefore God commendeth (ovviotnot) his love for us 
in that Christ died for us, since we were still sinners": thus there can be no 
reconciliation of the wrath of God through the death of Christ. Answer: 
According to Scripture, both are revealed in the death of Christ: the love and 
wrath of God. This is also expressed in this very passage, Rom. 5:8-11: 
€x9poi Svtec [being enemies] (= Deo invisi, lying under the wrath of God) 
KATMAAGYHLEV TO Osa. Love moves God to reconcile us with himself 
through the death of his Son, that is, to do enough of his punitive justice. 
According to Scripture, it says so: God's will to love does not exclude, but 
rather includes the confrontation with the righteousness of God. ””” 

IV. It is said that it is a manifest injustice to suppose that the innocent 
Christ has been punished in the place of the guilty. Answer: What God does 
is just. Now Scripture explicitly testifies: a. That God has attributed the guilt 
of mankind to the innocent Christ, Isaiah 53:6; 2 Cor. 5:21; Jn. 1:29; Ps. 69:6 
etc.; b. that God has indeed made the innocent Christ suffer in the place of 
the guilty people, 1 Pet. 3:18: "Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the 
just for the unjust" (dikatoc bmép Gdikwv). Gal. 3:13: Christ "became a curse 
for us". Thus one can 


999) As correctly as Meyer. Also Luthardt: "To whom God was enemy, who 
stood under the opyi, of God — despite the aydan, v. 8, — katnAAdynuev — 
KataAdayévtEc, passive: "The wrath he lets go." Calov's account of how both caritas 
and ira Dei are revealed in the atoning death of Christ, Socinism. proflig., p. 503. 392 


Sqq. 
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can be completely reassured as to the justice of the proceedings. All human 
criticism of injustice must remain silent in the face of the fact clearly 
witnessed to in Scripture. Moreover, there is no lack of examples, even in the 
field of natural perception, of the way in which a person, through his actions 
and suffering, intercedes for others and for a whole people (Kodrus, Decius 
Zaleukus, etc.). But such examples must not be used to prove to human 
reason the justice of the divine process in the punitive suffering of Christ. 
The only resounding proof is: "It is written." Human reason, when the 
vicarious punitive suffering of Christ is subjected to its judgment, will 
always raise objections anew. This also applies to the reason that Christ 
suffered voluntarily, so that the vicarious punitive suffering does not imply 
any injustice. It is true: Christ did not have to, but voluntarily took the place 
of the guilty man, Jn 10:17-18; Eph 6:2; Jn 18:4-11. But immediately human 
reason prepared the objection that we would declare unjust any earthly judge 
who, in place of a criminal sentenced to death, wanted to declare an innocent 
man, who voluntarily presented himself guilty, and punish him with death. It 
is therefore safest, for the justice of divine action, since God reconciled the 
world with Himself through Christ's vicarious satisfaction, to simply invoke 
the revealed will of God. !°° 

V. It is said that Christ did not in fact suffer what all men should suffer, 
namely, eternal hell-punishments; thus the concept of vicarious punishment 
falls away. Also Luthardt, as we have already seen, lacks the courage to 
stand up for the biblical-church doctrine. He thinks that Christ's satisfaction 
is not to be understood "in the sense of mutual reckoning". Luthardt also 
shakes Frank, who even describes it as an "aberration" "if one let Christ 
endure the punishment that the fallen man would have had to endure as 
unredeemed". !°°” In contrast to this, it must be said that Scripture clearly 
teaches that Christ 


1000) Cf. "Lehre und Wehre" 1883, pp. 354-356; Philippi too (Glaubenslehre 
IV, 2, 24 ff.) gives too much effort for a merciful judgement of human reason about 
the vicarious satisfaction. Therefore the criticism of Nitzsch - Horst Stephan (Ev. 
Dogm. 1912, p. 587 ff.) is not entirely unjustified. 

1001) Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 255. 
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suffered exactly the punishment which should befall men because of their 
sins. People are under the curse of God because of their sins, according to 
Gal. 3:10: "Cursed is every one that continueth not" etc. And this curse did 
not affect part but all of Christ, when Scripture continues to say: "Christ 
redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us", v.13. 
Against the vicarious satisfaction there is also no objection that Christ's 
suffering was only temporary, whereas people are to suffer eternally. In 
describing the value of Christ's suffering, Scripture deliberately emphasizes 
that Christ's suffering was the suffering of the Son of God, | John 1:7: "The 
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin"; Acts 20:28: God's 
"own blood". The doctrine of the "orthodox theologians" that the temporary 
suffering of Christ, as the suffering of the Son of God, was worth as much as 
the eternal suffering of all human beings, is not a dogmatic construction, but 
scriptural doctrine. !°°”) In Christ's Passion, therefore, there are really 
"corresponding punishments". The "reckoning" is quite accurate, even 
"arithmetically" accurate, if one accepts God's judgement, as it is convenient 
to do. It is the theologians, loaded with their own wisdom and measuring 
divine things by their own yardstick, who object to the adequate character of 
Christ's satisfaction. 

VI. It has been said, and is said especially in our time, that this whole 
view that God has reconciled people to himself through Christ's vicarious 
satisfaction is too "juridical" and too little "ethical". Answer: This cannot be 
changed if we want to remain with Scripture. According to Scripture, the 
process of world reconciliation in all its factors is juridical. God's law is 
decidedly juridical in nature, in that it demands perfect obedience from man, 
Matt. 22:37 ff. Also the curse of the law that is passed on those who violate 
the law is unadulterated juridical, Gal. 3:10. Purely juridical is the 
submission of Christ under the law given to man, Gal. 4:4-5, because Christ 
stood above the law for His person, Matt. 12:8. Purely juridical is the divine 
transfer of human guilt and punishment to 


1002) Dorscheus (in Baier III, 87): Quod apud homines aeternum fuisset, ipsa 
maiestate et excellentia personae [Christi] compensatum est. [What would have 
been eternal among men was compensated by the very majesty and excellence of the 
person [of Christ].”] 
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Christ, because God made him sin who did not know of any sin for his 
person, 2 Cor. 5:21 The execution of punishment on Christ is purely 
juridical, because Christ did not deserve punishment for his person, but in 
him the just suffered for the unjust, 1 Pet. 3:18. Purely juridical or an 
unadulterated actus forensis is the divine act according to which God, at the 
time when he reconciled the world with himself through Christ, did not 
attribute to men their sin, uw AoyiCopEvos adtois TA TAPAATHLATA AVTOV 
[not imputing their trespasses unto them”], 2 Cor. 5:19,!°°) and that through 
the one Christ righteousness for all people came to the justification of life, 
Rom. 5:18. Purely juridical is therefore also "the word of reconciliation" (6 
Oyo Tic KaTAAAaYT\s [“the Word of Reconciliation” ], 2 Cor. 5:19), namely 
of the reconciliation already brought about by Christ, which proclaims grace 
or the divine forgiveness of sins among all peoples (Luke 24:47) and only 
waits for acceptance through faith. It is founded in the purely juridical 
character of the gospel, which proclaims grace or the forgiveness of sins, that 
it creates faith in man (1 mitotic 6€ axons, Rom. 10:17), and that man is 
subjectively justified before God by faith (sola fide), without any justice of 
his own (uu) éy@v Eur Sucatoobvvny Ti Ek vOpLov [“not having mine own 
righteousness”’], Phil. 3:9). It is on these purely juridical processes—as 
Scripture teaches us further—that all human ethics are now based, as well, 
about which the opponents of the juridical concept of world reconciliation 
are so concerned. Only after a human being has become righteous in a purely 
juridical sense, that is to say, through faith in God who that justifieth the 
ungodly (ézi tov Stkatodvta Tov doEB, Rom 4:5), does he love God and his 
neighbor, and so he begins to fulfill God's law. All those who want to 
"ethically" transform the purely "juridical" character of reconciliation and 
justification both make justification impossible (‘(Ocot yap && épy@v vonov 
sioiv 010 Katapav siotv, Gal. 3:10), and also deprive sanctification of its 
foundation (Guaptia yap Dudv od Kuptebosl OD YAP EOTE DO VOLLOV GAAG 
v0 yaptv [“For sin shall not have dominion over you: for ye are not under 
the law, but under grace”] Rom. 6:14). Thus we stand before the result that 
all who want to push aside the juridical character of world reconciliation and 
its appropriation with their criticism are consciously or unconsciously 
engaged in the sad enterprise 


1003) Meyer z. St.: "This is the changed judicial attitude in which God has 
regarding the sins of man. 
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of eliminating the whole Christian doctrine as revealed in the Holy 
Scriptures. When von Hofmann denied the vicarious satisfaction and 
polemicized against the "juridical" character of it, Theodosius Harnack wrote 
very correctly: "If it [the doctrine of reconciliation of the Lutheran 
confession] should be reproached for having introduced a juridical view of 
world reconciliation with the concept of satisfaction, this reproach, as far as 
it is well-founded, falls back on Scripture. . . The representation of our 
symbols can therefore only be eliminated after the concepts of justice and 
holiness of God, law and conscience, guilt, punishment and judgment, 
mediator, ransom and attribution have been removed from Scripture.” !°” 
All polemics against the "juridical view" of world reconciliation cease as 
soon as this process is judged according to Scripture. 


Historical facts about the doctrine of vicarious satisfaction. % 

The vicarious satisfaction has been partly denied completely, partly 
restricted and mutilated in the course of time. 

The satisfactio vicaria completely denies all deniers of the divinity of 
Christ from the apostolic time on (1 Joh. 4:2 ff.; 1,1 ff.; 6:20; Joh. 1:1 ff.) up 
to our time (Eliot [of Harvard], Ritschl, A. Harnack). This is quite consistent. 
Every mere man needs his own justice, no matter how "absolute", "bad", 
"unique" or otherwise under the "influence" of God. According to Scripture 
(Gal 4:4-5; Rom 5:10; 1 John 1:7), the weight of the Godhead is part of the 
vicarious satisfaction. All deniers of the divinity of Christ attach to the life 
and suffering of Christ only the meaning that through it people are 
stimulated to their own efforts of virtue and in this way reconcile themselves 
with God. — The deniers of vicarious satisfaction also include Abelard (+ 
1142). Abelard is to be pointed out in particular, because he has become 
exemplary with his denial of the doctrine of the Scriptures. According to 
Abelard, the Son of God did not come into the flesh in order to do enough 
for the righteousness of God, but in order to give people the highest proof of 
the 


1004) Das Bekenntnis d. luth. K. v. d. VersGhnung usw. Erl. 1857, S. 139 f. 
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divine love through teaching and example (especially through his death) and 
thus to awaken love in them. Through the love for God thus awakened, 
people then become reconciled with God and become righteous. Abelard 
calls the teaching that God is reconciled with the world through the blood of 
the innocent Christ "cruel and unjust". !° Abelard's doctrine of a revelation 
of God's love through Christ without a vicarious satisfaction of Christ is 
closely followed by Albrecht Ritschl (+ 1889) !°°° Ritschl teaches in our 
time: In God there is no wrath over the sin of man. So there is also no need 
for vicarious satisfaction on the part of Christ. Christ's actions and sufferings 
have the purpose of revealing God's fatherly attitude to people and thus 
teaching them the conviction that they need not fear God because of their 
sins. When people have come to this conviction, their reconciliation is 
accomplished. The objective reconciliation is here completely transformed 
into a subjective one. Boehl aptly says about the characterization of Ritschl's 
doctrine of reconciliation: "At Ritschl's hand we find ourselves in the 
pleasant position of no longer knowing the wrath of God. 1°” Boehl calls 


Ritschl "Socinus redivivus". !°°® 


1005) Abelard says in his interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans Nobis 
videtur quod in hoc justificati sumus in sanguine Christi et Deo reconciliati, quod per 
hanc singular gratiam nobis exhibitam, quod Filius suus nostram susceperit naturam 
et in ipsa nos tam verbo quam exemplo instituendo usque ad mortem perstititit, nobis 
sibi amplius per amorem astrinxit, ut tanto divinae gratiae accensi beneficio, nil iam 
tolerare propter ipsum vera reformidet caritas. . . . Redemptio itaque nostra est illa 
summa vn nobis per passionem Christi dilectio, quae nos non solum a servitute 
peccati liberat, sed veram nobis filiorum Dei libertatem acquirit, ut amore eius potius 
quam timore cuncta impleamus, qui nobis tantam exhibuit gratiam, qua maior 
inveniri, ipso attestante, non potest. Against the representative satisfaction he says: 
Quam crudele et iniquum videtur, ut sanguinem innocentis in pretium aliquod quis 
requisierit aut ullo modo ei placuerit innocentem interfici, nedum Deus tam acceptam 
Filii sui mortem habuerit, ut per ipsam universo reconciliatus sit mundo? [Google 
(By Schmid, Dogmengesch., 4th ed., p. 259, 258.) 

1006) Nitzsch-Stephan, Dogm., p. 566. 

1007) Dogmatik, p. 412. Strong (Syst. Theol., p. 734): "Ritschl regards the sense 
of guilt as an illusion which it is the part of Christ to dispel." 

1008) Ritschl characterizes his entire doctrine when he says in explanation of 
the title of his main writing "Christian Doctrine of Justification and Reconciliation": 
"However, the order of the two terms is unusual. 
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In the class of those who limit the vicarious satisfaction of Christ belong all 
those who deny the inner, infinite value of Christ's satisfaction by teaching 
that Christ's actions and sufferings were not in themselves (ex interna sua 
perfectione) a perfect ransom for the sins of man, but were only accepted by 
God for them (per liberam Dei acceptationem, per gratuitam Dei 
acceptationem). So among the scholastics especially the Scotists. Anselm (+ 
1109) of course taught in his writing "Cur Deus homo [Why was God a 
Man” ]" with all decisiveness that Christ, the God-man, by giving his life to 
the divine justice for the sin of mankind, which was a violation of the divine 
majesty and therefore included an infinite indebtedness, had given_complete 
satisfaction. °°) Duns Scotus (¢ 1308), on the other hand, taught that 
Christ's merit had only a finite value and, after the freedom of the divine 
omnipotence, was accepted by God for an infinite one. !°! Thus, not only 
the actual Scotists, but also theologians otherwise 


One expects to see them in the reverse order, reconciliation and justification, being 
stirred up, thinking of God's reconciliation through Christ and, accordingly, of the 
justification of sins through him. .. . The title Justification and Reconciliation is 
intended to indicate that the correct presentation of the matter is thought in the line 
that excludes the acceptance of God's conversion through Christ from anger to grace. 
(1,2.) Cf. the detailed presentation and evaluation of Ritschl's teaching by L. 
Fiirbringer in Lehre und Wehre 1894, p. 218 ff.; 1895, p. 97 ff. 

1009) Vides igitur, quomodo vita haec [namely the God-man] vincat omnia 
peccata, si pro illis detur, (II, 14.) And immediately before: Ansehnus: Cogita etiam, 
quia peccata 'tantum sunt odibilia, quantum sunt mala; et vita ista tantum amabilis 
est, quantum est bona. Unde sequitur, quia vita ista plus est amabilis quam sint 
peccata odibilia. Boso: Non possum hoc non intelligere. Anselmus: Putasne 
tantum bonum tam amabile posse sufficere ad solvendum, quod debetur pro peccatis 
totius mundi? Boso: Imo plus potest in infinitum. The denial of the obedientia activa 
by Anselm will be discussed later in the treatment of the obedientia activa Christ. 

1010) Duns Scotus says Sent. II, d. 19: Quantum attinet ad meriti sufficientiam, 
fuit profecto illud finitum, quia causa eius finita fuit, videlicet voluntas naturae 
assumtae et summa gloria illi collata. Non enim Christus quatenus Deus meruit, sed 
in quantum homo, Proinde si exquiras, quantum valuerit Christi meritum secundum 


sufficien- 
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considered Thomistic, such as Durandus (+ 1333). Admittedly Thomas 
Aquinas himself (+ 1274) had already laid the foundation for this acceptance 
theorem, despite his "satisfactio superabundas" , when he taught that God, 
because he was the Most High, could forgive sin even without satisfaction. 
1011) ___ The acceptance theory '°!”) was then later excluded again by the 
Arminians. '°!9)- Calvin too is thrown back on the acceptance theory through 
his false doctrine of predestination. For Calvin does not allow Christ's merit, 
as the merit of a human being, to be given sufficient value until 
Predestination. !°'4) — The Romanists limit 


tiam valuit procul dubio quantum fuit a Deo acceptatum. Siquidem divina acceptatio 
est potissima causa et ratio omnis meriti. [Google] (With Schmid, op. cit., 1st ed., p. 
103.) 

1011) Footnote 45. H. Schmidt in RE. TWO XVI, 383. 

1012) Usually called acceptance theory by the old teachers 

1013) Limborch thus polemicizes against the satisfactio plenaria: satisfactio 
plenaria: Satisfactio Christi dicitur, qua pro nobis poenas omnes luit peccatis nostris 
debitas, easque perferendo et exhauriendo divinae iustitiae satisfecit. Verum illa 
sententia nullum habet in Scriptura fundamentum. Mors Christi vocatur sacrificium 
pro peccato; atqui sacrificia non sunt solutiones debitorum neque plenariae pro 
peccatis satisfactiones; sed illis peractis conceditur gratuita peccati remissio. 
[Google] (Theol. christ, III, 21, 6.) Christ's sacrifice suffices: primo, respectu 
voluntatis divinae, quae ad generis humani liberationem nihil ultra requisivit, sed in 
unica hac victima acquievit. [first, with respect to the divine will, which required 
nothing more for the liberation of the human race, but was satisfied in this one 
victim.] (22, 5.) 

1014) The words are Inst. II, 17, 1 in the context: Equidem fateor, si quis 
simpliciter et per se Christum opponere vellet iudicio Dei, non fore merito locum, 
quia non reperietur in homine (Calvin nestorianisiert hier gerade wie Scotus] 
dignitas, quae possit Deum promereri. . .. Quum ergo de Christi merito agitur, non 
statuitur in eo principium, sed conscendimus ad Dei ordinationem, quae prima causa 
est, quia mero beneplacito mediatorem statuit, qui nobis salutem acquireret. ... Nam 
Christus nonnisi ex Dei beneplacito quidquam mereri potuit. Sed quia ad hoc 
destinatus erat, ut iram Dei sacrificio suo placaret suaque obedientia deleret 
transgressiones nostras, in summa, quando ex sola Dei gratia (quae hunc nobis 
constituit salutis modum) dependet meritum Christi, non minus apte quam illa 
humanis omnibus iustitiis opponitur. [Google] On the other hand, it must be said that 
God did not force Christ to save the world, but only gave him out of free mercy. But 
to conclude from this that Christ's merit is not of sufficient value in itself, but only 
acquires value through God's pleasure or decree, is speculation contrary to Scripture. 
When Scripture says that Christ's blood, as the blood of the Son of God, makes us 
clean from all sins (1 John 1:7; Acts 20:28, etc.), it attributes infinite value to the 
blood of Christ in itself. 
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the vicarious satisfaction of Christ in many ways. They claim that the people 
themselves must pay the temporal punishment for the sins committed after 
baptism either in this life or in purgatory. They deny, therefore, that Christ's 
merit covers the entire guilt of man's sins. Furthermore, whatever they leave 
standing of Christ's merit is to benefit people only because of their own 
improvement and sanctification. By doing so, they actually make the whole 
merit of Christ useless for the sinner. Furthermore, the Roman Sacrifice of 
the Mass, in which the body and blood of Christ is supposedly offered to 
God as a bloodless sacrifice, is a denial of the perfect sacrifice of Christ once 
offered. The excuse that the Sacrifice of the Mass is a means of 
appropriating the full and valid Sacrifice of Christ is not valid, since the fruit 
of Christ's sacrifice is distributed through the Gospel and the Sacraments and 
is received by man through faith. Admittedly, the Romans speak of a 
"superabundant merit" of Christ (satisfactio superabundans). But they give 
this "superabundant merit" to the Pope, who distributes it to the people under 
the conditions set by him. The Papists also place the merits of Mary and the 
Saints alongside the merits of Christ, "so that the Saints may free us from the 
temporal punishments of sins, including the punishments of purgatory". !°!°) 
Thus the Pope's Church denies the satisfactio Christi vicaria in many ways. 
The papacy is and remains the great anti-Christian institution, through which 
vicarious satisfaction is dismissed and mocked under the outward Christian 
bauble of Christ. 


1015) So Bellarmin. Cf. Quenstedt, Systema II, 661; Quenstedt replies briefly 
and aptly: Solus [Christ] ita nos redemit, ut castigatio sit super ipsupi, et nos pacem 
habeamus, Isaiah 53:5. Ergo etiam redemit nos a poenis peccatorum nostrorum 
temporalibus. Nisi enim et hae essent per Christum solutae et sublatae, nondum 
pacem haberemus cum Deo. Quidquid enim iustifieatis hominibus immitation 
afflictionis, id non amplius est maledictio and tiy:wpia, sed castigatio et paterna 
doktptacia. [Google] It is well known, by the way, that in Roman practice the 
difference between temporal and eternal punishment often disappears altogether, and 
that the forgiveness of sins per se is founded on the merits and intercession of the 
saints. 
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In America, Hugo Grotius' theory has also found widespread 
application. According to Grotius (+ 1645), God punished the innocent 
Christ in the place of guilty people, not in order to do enough for His 
holiness, but to set an_example of punishment on Christ, thus maintaining the 
authority of the law before men and deterring people from sin. '°! This 
theory is known here under the name "Governmental Theory" and has been 
accepted by the "New England Theology" by name. '°!”) While in this theory 
a faint semblance of Christ's satisfaction is still maintained—Grotius himself 
retains the term satisfaction—others again proceeded to deny any 
satisfaction of divine justice and to place the nature of reconciliation merely 
in the moral influence that Christ's teaching and example exerts on people 
(moral-power view of atonement, moral-influence theory). !°!®) 


1016) Grotius says: Deus ... cruciatibus et morte Christi uti vouit, ad statuendum 
exemplum grave adversus culpas immensas nostrum omnium, quibus Christus erat 
coniunctissimus natura, regno, vadimonio. (De satisfactione IV, § 18.) Before: 
Poenas infligere et a poenis aliquem liberare ... non est nisi rectoris qua talis promo 
et per se: ut, puta, in familia partris; in republica regis, in universo Dei. (Il, 1.) 

1017) Samuel Hopkins, the younger Jonathan Edwards, E. A. Park of Andover 
and others. Hugo Grotius' "RegentenmaBregel" [Regent's Rule] is essentially also 
found with the German supranaturalists Staeudlin, Flatt, Reinhard etc. Also Storr 
does not get beyond that. He calls the "appeasing of God's wrath" through Christ's 
life and suffering a "false delusion"; "rather, by it" (by punishing the sin against 
Christ) "the very true and not only for people but also for the purest and most 
insightful spirits most charitable opinion of the holiness of the law — should be 
supported". (Lehrbuch d. christl. Dogmatik, ed. Flatt. 1803, § 91, note 9 [p. 610]) 

1018) So especially also Horace Bushnell (¢ 1876) in Vicarious Sacrifice 
Bushnell says: "His [Christ's] work terminates, not in the release of penalties by due 
compensation, but in the transformation of character, and the rescue, in that manner, 
of guilty men from the retributive causations provoked by their sins.” (In Hodge, Syst 
Theol., 1, 568.) Bushnell, however, confesses that his "moral view" of the atonement 
exerts no effect on men unless it is clothed in the "altar expressions," that is, 
presenting Christ as a sacrifice for our sin. Hodge therefore says of Bushnell, 
"Toward the end of his book, however, he virtually takes it all back." So Hodge says 
of Bushnell, "Toward the end of his book, however, he virtually takes it all back." In 
a later paper, Forgiveness and Law, Bushnell says God cannot forgive sin without 
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Christ's teaching and example is defined more closely by the various people 
in various ways, e.g. also in this way: Christ, as the representative of 
mankind, has completely confessed and repented of man's sins '°! and 
thereby made God inclined to forgive mankind's sins if people follow Christ 
in confession and repentance. !°° It is unnecessary to further explain in 
detail the deviations from the Christian doctrine of reconciliation. Here too, 
as with the doctrine of Christ's person, only a dichotomy is appropriate. 
There are only two essentially different teachings of Christ's Person. If one 
teaches the unio personalis, that is, the connection of God and man to one 
“T’, one teaches in a Christian way. The so many and varied doctrinal 
formations which deny the unio personalis all belong to one unbiblical and 
un-Christian class. 107) 


. As soon as it becomes evident that the objective 
reconciliation of all people through Christ's substitutionary life, suffering and 
death is denied, the foundation of Christian teaching is abandoned. One may 
then form and name one's view of reconciliation as one wishes: it is always 
wholly or partly attributed to human activity what_Christ alone has 
accomplished. With the salvation by grace, for Christ's sake, through faith, 
with Christ's saving honor and with the certainty of grace and salvation, it is 
then over once and for all! 


making it cost Himself (by "making cost to Himself"). Therefore God lets it cost 
Himself the suffering of His Son. But not in the sense that his righteousness demands 
satisfaction, but in the way that a man can forgive his offender with all his heart only 
when he has sacrificed himself for him. A critic of Bushnell's time rightly said that he 
theologized as if "God was made in man's image". 

1019) Christ is the great Penitent (Macleod Campbell). See Strong, Syst. Theol., 
S. 734. 

1020) Cf. my detailed presentation and refutation of this doctrine in Lehre und 
Wehre 1883, p. 349 ff. (against Dr. Graves in the Baptist Quarterly Review). 

1021) Cf. note 250. 
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More detailed description of modern reconciliation theories. * 

If we look at the state of affairs in the present, it can unfortunately be 
rightly said,'°” that even the "conservative theology of the present", 
including that which calls itself Lutheran, has not returned to the "old 
Protestant church doctrine" of vicarious satisfaction (satisfactio vicaria), that 
is, to the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures. '°9) “None of the newer 
dogmatists", Kirn reports, "think of the transfer of punishment in the full 
sense, including the feeling of guilt to the person of the Redeemer. !°* 
Either the hatred of the world or the verdict of the law" (as if the law were 
not an expression of the demanding and punishing justice of God) "or the 
evil imposed on mankind for the sake of sin".!°?5) Admittedly, one must 
admit on a positive and middle-party side: “Numerous representatives of the" 
(modern) "New Testament science today admit a legal interpretation of the 
death of Jesus and a punitive representation with Paul.” !°°° In particular, 
Holtzmann has proven that the apostle Paul quite obviously teaches the 
vicarious satisfaction ("a satisfactory performance of the Son of God", "a 
satisfaction given to divine justice"), and that the "modern positive 
theology", which denies this, is guilty of "violent reinterpretation and 
elimination" of the Pauline statements. '°?”’ Holtzmann thereby also appealed 
to the scientific sense of honor of the modern positive theologians by 
reminding them: "The freedom of religious thought does not arise from the 
violent reinterpretation and elimination but only from the recognition and 
historical understanding of the fact. The vicarious satisfaction—says 
Holtzmann—is after all "the nerve of all Pauline atonement thoughts” and 
forms the basis for "the justification of sinners", i.e. for the doctrine of 
justification. Holtzmann has also pointed out that scriptural statements such 
as Gal 3:13, Col 2:14-15; Rom 3:25-26; 2 Cor 5:21 have been more correctly 


1022) Nitzsch-Stephan, Ev. Dogmatik 3, p. 588 ff. 
1023) p. 407 ff. 

1024) On the fact of the guilt of Christ see p. 370 ff. 
1025) RE.3 XX, 573. 1026) Nitzsch-Stephan, op. cit. 
1027) Neutestamentl. Theologie I, 105 ff. 
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understood and interpreted by the older orthodoxy than by modern Positive 
Theology. !°®) But the modern "positive" theology has not let itself be 
dissuaded by it from its contradiction against the representative satisfaction. 
Rather, it sets its whole strength on the rejection of the satisfactio vicaria as 
an allegedly too "juridical" and too little "religious-moral" conception of 
Christ's reconciling work of reconciliation by continued reinterpretation of 
the Scriptural statements, by caricaturing the doctrine of the Scriptures and 
the church and by ample use of an unclear, partly learned, partly pious 
sounding phraseology. There is more to be said about this later. At the same 
time, this theology also declares itself willing to pay the necessary price for 
the rejection of vicarious satisfaction. The price is the abandonment of the 
Christian doctrine of justification. For the situation is necessarily so: If man 
has not been completely reconciled to God through Christ's vicarious 
satisfaction, there is also no Adyoc THs KaYaAAaY Ic [“Word of 
Reconciliation”] (2 Cor. 5:19) or Adyos THs yapitoc [“Word of His grace”’] 
(Acts 20:32), through whose faithful acceptance man is in turn (subjectively) 
reconciled to God, but man must complete and decisively conclude his 
reconciliation with God through his own "religious-moral" goodness, 
renewal and sanctification. Thus Kirn expressly summarizes the positive 
results of the fight against satisfactio vicaria: "We are pointed out to include 
the transformation of humanity in the concept of the work of reconciliation.” 
102°) That is: We are instructed to strip the Christian doctrine of its Christian 
character and to transform it into Roman Catholic-pagan virtue or work 
doctrine. 

This is true with regard to all theories of reconciliation which are 
opposed to the satisfactio vicaria in our time. This is clearly evident in the 
so-called "declaratory" theory,!™° 


1028) Holtzmann offers, op. cit., one of the best short descriptions of the 
Christian doctrine of reconciliation, which he calls the Pauline. It is only necessary to 
refrain from some caricatures which he also undermines, because he does not 
consider the apostle Paul to be an apostle of Jesus Christ, in which Christ himself 
speaks (2 Cor. 13:3), but a representative of "later Judaism". 

1029) RE.3 XX, 574. also Ev. Dogmatik 3, p. 118. 

1030) Kirn, Dogmatik, p. 115: "Declaratory theories, which declare the divine 
forgiveness of sins to be possible even without average performance and therefore 
leave only a prophetic office of Christ.” 
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according to which there should be no wrath of God at all against the sin of 
men, and God without all satisfaction declares his love to men through 
Christ. Representatives of this theory, like Ritschl and Adolf Harnack, put 
the essence of Christianity entirely in the human morality inspired by Christ. 
But the same non-Christian point of view is shared by other modern theories 
which seek to "supplement" and "deepen" the "orthodox" doctrine of 
vicarious satisfaction by making the "transformation of humanity", the 
implantation in Christ, human renewal and sanctification factors in the 
concept of Christ's reconciling work. Here, too, the justification or 
forgiveness of sins comes decisively from human sanctification and human 
action, and thus the heart of Christianity is torn out. Let us then look at some 
more modern surrogates for the satisfactio vicaria. 

Hofmann, and those who follow his way, let the substitution of the 
vicarious satisfaction of Christ be replaced by the establishment of a new 
holy humanity in the person of Christ. '°?!) With regard to this surrogate, it 
must be said that a new humanity was set in the person of Christ. For Christ 
was the only sinless man since the Fall. This new sinless humanity in the 
person of Christ was also a necessary condition for the reconciliation to be 
effected through Christ. We had to have such a High Priest, who would be 
"holy, innocent, immaculate, separated from sinners". Heb 7:26 But it was 
not by what Christ was in his person, but by what this unique person did and 
suffered for the good and in the place of humanity, that men were reconciled 
with God. The high priest did not only have to be "holy" etc., but he also had 
to offer himself to God as a sacrifice (9voia) for mankind (Eph. 6:2), through 
his own blood (616 tod idiov ai~patoc) he had to enter the holy place (Hebr. 
9:12); through the death (t@ Savato) of his son we have been reconciled to 
God, we have been redeemed through the costly blood 


1031) Hofmann, Schutzschriften, 2nd edition, pp. 102 ff — Nitzsch-Stephan, pp. 
562 ff; Baier-Walther II, 117; Kirn, RE.3 XX, 569 ff; H. Schmidt, RE.2 XVI, 393 ff; 
Dorner, Glaubenslehre 2 I, 586 ff; Thomasius and Th. Harnack, Das Bekenntnis der 
luth._K. von der Verséhnung (Erl., 1857). 
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(at pat.) Christ as an innocent and immaculate lamb (1 Petr. 1:19), redeemed 
by his obedience under the law given to men (Gal. 4:4, 5). Hofmann puts to 
one side this doctrine of Scripture, according to which reconciliation has 
come about through Christ's substitutionary action and suffering, when he 
sets a new humanity in the person of Christ. Therefore, according to 
Hofmann, the forgiveness or justification of sins is not carried out through 
faith, inasmuch as faith takes the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ and 
offered in the Gospel, but through faith, insofar as it brings about the 
incorporation or implantation into the new humanity. Dorner correctly says 
of Hofmann's theory: "So by sanctification, at least in principle, we have 
reconciliation." !°°?) Meyer remarks 


1032) Doctrine of Faith II, 587 We said elsewhere (Christ's Work, 1898, p.39s.) 
about the effect of Hofmann's doctrine of reconciliation on the doctrine of 
justification: According to Hofmann, the direct content of the Gospel and thus also 
the direct object of faith is not the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ, but a piece 
of history, namely this, that. Christ has held on to his community with God until the 
end and thereby set the beginning of a new, holy humanity in his person. The guilt of 
sin and the forgiveness of sins are here at first completely relegated to the 
background. Of course, this also changes the nature of the justifying and saving faith: 
it is not the acceptance of the forgiveness of sins brought to light by Christ, but this, 
that man allows himself to be told the restoration and perfection of humanity through 
"the archetypal world purpose" (Christ). Here the forgiveness of sins only comes to 
light at the basis of the transfer into the new community of life founded by Christ; it 
is not an immediate object of faith. According to Hofmann, sin is not both an 
approach against God and thus guilt before God, but rather a loss of self into the 
physical world and thus captivity under an evil. Thus, when it comes to redemption, 
Hofmann does not do both the lifting of the guilt and punishment sentence, but rather 
the overcoming of sin. Therefore, he does not need a Saviour who experiences God's 
wrath and punishment in the place of human beings and who exalts the divine 
judgment of guilt and punishment against human beings, but rather, in accordance 
with his teaching on sin, he constructs a Saviour who breaks the power of sin in his 
person by setting the beginning of a new, holy humanity through self-probation even 
under the extreme consequences of sin, and thereby redirecting the stream per 
humanity back into God. The kinship of Hofmann's theology with Menken's and 
Schleiermacher's theology cannot be denied: its essence consists in "the mystical 
substitution of subjective salvation 
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against Hofmann's doctrine of reconciliation: 2 Cor. 5:18-21 "contains the 
exact opposite of Hofmann's assertion that atonement did not happen so 
much through Christ but rather in Christ, re-established that in his person a 
new relationship of men to God was restored". "No, the death of Jesus acted 
as tAaotrptov [atonement] (Rom. 3:25; Gal. 3:13), thus as God's holy 
enmity, erasing the opyj Seov [wrath of God], so that he now did not impute 
sin to men (v. 19) and thus, in this way, actu forensi, reconciled with himself 
(v. 21), whereby faith is only the subjective condition of appropriation on the 
part of man. The gratitude, the new courage, the holy life, etc." (also the unio 
mystica or implantation in the Body of Christ) "is only consequens of the 
reconciliation acquired in faith, not part of it.” And Kliefoth wrote against 
Hofmann: "Just as that poor naturalist who searched heaven and earth but 
could not find God, so von Hofmann searches the whole of the Holy 
Scriptures, but the understanding of the simple word of faith: "given and 
shed for the forgiveness of my sins," he can't find in it. Hofmann's theory 
touches "the core and star not only of our church doctrine, but of Christianity 
in general.” !%%) 

The same is true of the theory that has been called the "guarantee 
theory" or "Biirgschafts" and which is presented, for example, by Nitzsch- 
Stephan !™”) in the words: "Indirectly, however, the reconciliation itself is 
based on the success in winning disciples, and thus 


instead of objective reconciliation". Hase remarks against the modern deviations from 
the Church's doctrine of reconciliation: "The deepest sense of sinfulness alongside the 
highest trust in the infinite mercy of God is expressed in the Church doctrine. The 
more recent objections are mostly based on the superficial concept of sin; he who has 
easily argued against the reconciler who did not consider the greatness of his guilt. . . 
. But he who is aware of the impossibility of redeeming himself from evil by his own 
power will gratefully grasp the merit of the divine reconciler". (Hutterus red. 6, p. 
251.) 

1033) Der Schriftbeweis v. Hofmanns, p. 472. 

1034) Ev. dogmatics 3, p. 597. Kirn represents the same theory, Dogmatik, p. 
118. Likewise, everything Schleiermacher says about reconciliation comes down to 
this, Der christl. Glaub.. Il, § 125. Hofmann's teaching has the same meaning. We 
have it with the deniers of the satisfactio vicaria, basically always dealing with the 
same thing. Only the expressions change. 
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the defeat of the dominion of sin; it is by guaranteeing to the Father that He 
will win such disciples and unite them with God in the divinely ruled Church 
to be founded by Him that Christ provides the requisite expiation. 
Reconciliation has been effected by this promise and guaranty before the 
actual ethico-religious transformation takes place.” This theory also offers 
the exact opposite of scripture. Admittedly, in the work of Christ we have a 
"surety", and that is the only surety or "assurance of the Godly life". The 
"orthodox" theologians put it this way: Lex praescribit, evangelium inscribit 
[The law prescribes, the gospel prescribes]. Although the law demands 
"godly life", sanctification, keeping the commandments of God, it does not 
achieve this; only the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake does 
this. In order to write His law in the hearts of men, God has taken away the 
covenant of the law and put in its place the covenant of the forgiveness of 
sins, as already Jer. 31:31 ff. And Paul teaches: "For sin shall not have 
dominion over you: for ye are not under the law, but under grace" and: "But 
now being made free from sin, and become servants to God, ye have your 
fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life", Rom. 6:14, 22. Only those 
who belong to Christ crucify their flesh together with their lusts and desires, 
Gal. 5:24; only they are zealots in good works, Tit. 2:15. But this effect of 
Christ's redemptive work on men, this "godly life", has nothing at all to do 
with the reconciliation of the world. The reconciliation of the world has 
come about neither wholly nor partly by a "guaranty" on the part of "the 
Redeemer", but wholly and completely by the fact that the Redeemer himself 
has made the divine demand and has fully and completely, "arithmetically 
and legally" calculated, paid the debt and in his resurrection from the dead 
received a receipt from God, namely a receipt issued in the name of 
mankind: Christ was indeed raised, as he was given into death for our sin, so 
also for our justification (gic ducaimow nuov), Rom. 4:25. The Gospel, by 
the action of the Holy Spirit (John 16:14), calls forth faith on the part of men 
(j niatic s& akor¢, Rom. 10:17), and hence it now comes to pass that a man 
sola fide 
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with the exclusion of works (ypic épy@v vopov), apart from "the 
transformation of humanity", is justified before God. Faith is now counted 
for righteousness by God, not in so far as it vouches for or guarantees a 
"godly life"—which of course he does, and that alone—but in so far as it 
believes the paid and receipted bill, namely believes that God justifies him 
(the "salvation mediator") fyye1pev ek vexpov, Rom. 10:9 and, looking at the 
nature of man, not the "transformed one" but "the godless one (tov ace)" 
(Rom. 4:5). The "surety" or "guarantee theory", which lets the reconciliation 
of people be “essentially on the Savior’s winning of disciples and thus 
conquering the dominion of sin,”", that is, on sanctification and works, is in 
direct contradiction to Christian doctrine. Correctly Meyer says on Rom. 
3:24: "The liberation from the principle of sin [from its dominion] is not the 
essence of anoAvtpwotsc itself, but its consequence through the Spirit, if it is 
appropriated in faith. Any view which does not attribute redemption and the 
forgiveness of sins to the real atonement through the death of Christ, but 
subjectivizing it to the co-dying and resurrection guaranteed and brought 
about by this death (Schleiermacher, Nitzsch, Hofmann), is against the New 
Testament, a mixture of justification and sanctification. 

Because Professor Ihmels (Leipzig) is widely regarded as the most 
conservative representative of modern Lutheranism, it seems appropriate to 
say a few words in particular about Ihmels' position. Nitzsch-Stephan's 
verdict on Ihmels is that he "has not yet offered a more precise execution of 
his thoughts". But if, as it seems, the immediately following words are also 
supposed to refer to Ihmels: "With such a general and experiential attitude, 
the difference from Ritschl's theology is only slightly apparent", then it is 
objectively necessary to limit this judgement. While it is essential for 
Ritschl's position to grasp the wrath of God and accordingly also the human 
consciousness of guilt as erroneous human imagination, Ihmels says that 
man's consciousness of guilt is no imagination but corresponds to him "an 
objective reality in God". !°) On the basis of what Ihmels said in 


1035) Zentralfragen, p. 130 f.: "Is man's consciousness of guilt only a fantasy? 
Or does an objective reality in God correspond to it? Would 
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his "central questions" about the work of Christ,!° we would like to judge 
that here too, as with the doctrine of the person of Christ,!°” we would like 
to see Him make serious attempts to return to the doctrine of Scripture and 
the Church. But here and there it is impossible for him to achieve the desired 
goal, because in his theology he has abandoned the principle of Scripture. 
Because he does not consider Scripture to be God's Word per se '°°*) and 
therefore does not stand on the Word of Scripture, but in the difference 
between the Word and the "impression of reality" and the "experience", ! 
he slides, in all his striving for the doctrine of Scripture, again and again into 
the sea of subjectivism, especially into the waters of Schleiermacher, 
Hofmann and Ritschl. Ihmel's' position is, as in the doctrine of Christ's 
person, so in the doctrine of Christ's work, too, a fluctuating and therefore 
necessarily contradictory one. On the one hand, there is almost the whole 
catalogue of speeches that only make sense if, like Ritschl and the old 
rationalists, one denies God's demanding and judging justice, God's wrath 
and a reconciliation through Christ's work. Here belong his addresses against 
the "juridical" view and all "legal categories" in the work of Christ, the 
rejection of the "material understanding of the death of Jesus", especially the 
rejection of the thought "as if Christ had suffered what lost humanity would 
otherwise have had to suffer without him". And "to speak of a transformation 
of God in the work of Christ", he declares, is "not merely clumsy but 
misleading". On the other hand, however, he speaks in such a way that the 
rejected concepts, juridical views, etc., are set again. He says of man that in 
his conscience he experiences God's judgement over his sin, and that the 
human sense of guilt is not just an illusion, but an objective 


God call back the sinner who wants to flee from Him and assure him that the flight 
from His holiness is nothing but imagination, that He is not angry with man at all? 
Speaking without image: Must the holy God exclude sin, and thus the sinner, from 
himself? The answer of conscience is not doubtful; in all things, it can only agree 
with the witness of Scripture.” 

1036) Zentralfragen, Sth lecture, pp. 104-133. 

1037) p. 122 ff. 1038) Zentralfragen, p. 68 ff. 


1039) ibid., p. 89 f. 
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reality in God (that is, God's demanding and punishing justice). And of 
Christ he says that Christ in his person had stood under God's judgment over 
the sin of mankind, yes, that in Christ's death "it came to the proof of the 
judicial" (i.e. "juridical") "justice of God, whom the sin of mankind 
demanded" (p. 125). Thus He restores the rejected "juridical" conception and 
the "legal categories". And what concerns the so energetically rejected 
"God's reorganization in the work of Christ" (p. 122), he restitutes it again in 
occasional remarks. For he explains that in Corinthians ("God reconciled the 
world with himself") there is no talk of a change in the attitude of the world, 
but of God. "Basically regarded, Paul links reconciliation to the historical 
work of Christ in the sense of a change in God's relationship and attitude 
towards the world. He is talking here only about a change in God's 
relationship or position. But he further points out correctly that a change in 
the position of God towards mankind cannot be separated from a change in 
the attitude of God. He says: "Certainly, there in that passage of Corinthians, 
at first there is only talk of a new relationship between God and man; '™” 
but if this new relationship involves a change in the position of God in 
relation to humanity, is it then possible to make a distinction between the 
position and attitude of God? Would this not necessarily somehow amount to 
assuming an untruthfulness in God? And if the relationship to humanity, 
determined by the wrath of God, reaches its end there, does that not 
necessarily imply a change of attitude? And in a positive way he says: "Thus 
it is the eternal love of God which, in the historical work of Christ, 
transforms the "relationship" (including the attitude of God) "to humanity 
determined by the holy wrath" into a "relationship" (including the attitude) 
"of reconciliation.” 


1040) That is decidedly not the case. The kataAAdoowv [reconciling] does not 
denote a relationship but an action, and the immediately following pn AoytCopEevoc 
avdtoic TA TAPATTHLATA odtaV also denotes an action: God did not ascribe their sin to 
men, that is to say, he justified men, forgave them their sins 
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If one holds this claimed "change of God's mind" towards mankind in the 
work of Christ against the rejected "change of God's mind in the work of 
Christ", it is evident that it is highly possible for Ihmels to say yes and no in 


the same respect of the same thing. !°") Psychologically however this yes 
and no position can be explained 


1041) 
ume, [Ed. - see this blog post] Ihmels says: "The 


expression would necessarily give the impression that reconciliation was forced upon 
God; and even more embarrassing is almost the impression that the word must create, 
as if God was exposed to a change of moods. Ihmels' first reason is based on an 
incorrect presentation of the doctrine of Scripture and the Church. In the doctrine of 
the Scriptures and the Church one cannot really think that reconciliation was "forced 
upon" God, because according to the doctrine of the Scriptures and the Church God 
was not determined from outside but by his own love to let his anger go against téxva 
opyijs by way of vicarious satisfaction. So Joh. 3:16; Rom. 5:8; 1 Joh. 4:9-10. 
Concerning the apvdc tov dsov, Joh. 1:29, Luther remarks: God's Lamb is "the 
sacrifice that God Himself ordered for the sin of the world". His second reason is a 
direct criticism of the speech of the Holy Spirit in Scripture. Scripture does indeed 
testify to the "eternal immutability" of God (Ps 102:25-28), and it must certainly be 
recorded. But because we human beings, because of the finite nature of our 
comprehension, cannot encompass the "eternal immutability" of God, but rather all 
our thoughts necessarily move in time and space, Scripture itself leads us to think 
things before and after one another in the unchanging God. The wrath of God against 
humanity, we must think on the basis of Scripture not before but after the sin of 
humanity, and the forgiveness of sins must follow the reconciliation through Christ in 
distant thoughts (in puncto rationis). Scripture consistently speaks of a beginning and 
an end to both the wrath and the grace of God. This is done in divine condescension 
to our human capacity. And if we human beings do not want to get involved in these 
ideas offered by God himself, invoking God's "eternal immutability", we evade the 
revelation of God in Scripture, which is calculated on our comprehension power, and 
go astray. On the basis of Scripture, the ancient theologians worked through the 
"problem" of God's eternity and immutability on the one hand and "God's entering 
into history" on the other hand very carefully. They summarize the result in this way: 
In Deo non dantur causae formaliter causantes (that is God in His unchanging, 
unfathomable majesty); dantur camouflage dantur tamen causae virtualiter sive in 
puncto rationis (conceptually) causantes (that is God as He presents Himself in 
Scripture for human understanding). See Baier, Compendium I, 33; Joh. P. Reusch, 
Annotationes, p. 175 sqq. Thus, on the one hand, we must hold on the basis of 
Scripture that the decree of world reconciliation through Christ belongs to 
unchanging eternity; on the other hand, Scripture directs us to think of a change of 
God's mind, or a transformation of His wrath 
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by a dual objective. On the one hand Ihmels wants to remain in harmony 
with the modern theology inaugurated by Schleiermacher, which wants to be 
based on the impression of reality and experience instead of on the word of 
the Scriptures; but on the other hand he also feels the need to strive fora 
harmony with the statements of the Scriptures and to "classify" the 
experience of historical "impressions" into the written testimony. The result 
is that neither of the two principles is quite valid. The wrong principle has 
triumphed with him at the point where it is a matter of applying the 
reconciling work of Christ to faith and the justification of man. Here the 
truth of Scripture is completely set aside. According to the Scriptures, faith 
in Christ is, as is well known, born and exists only through the word of 
Christ. God has put the fact that in Christ he reconciled man with Himself 
and did not ascribe their sins to them, that is to say that he justified mankind, 
into the AOyos THs KaTAaAAYNe, into the word of the reconciliation that has 
been directed. This Word now resounds in the world at God's command, so 
that men may believe it and through faith in turn be reconciled to God. This 
faith comes about through nothing other than the Word itself, as Paul 
testifies Rom. 10:17: 4 miotic e& ako, and Christ says Joh. 17:20 that all 
believers will believe in Him through her, the apostle, Word (514 tov Adyov 
avtav). However, the emergence of faith in Christ through the Word of 
Christ alone fights against Him. He says: "The faith of the first disciples did 
not come into being in this way. Rather, it grew out of the impression of 
reality under which 


into grace, to think of it in terms of grace, brought about by Christ's actions and 
sufferings in the fullness of time 4900 [2000] years ago. The Scriptures, in 
condescension to our human powers of comprehension, present the matter thus: In 
those days when the just suffered and died for the unjust, we were reconciled to God 
through the death of His Son. At that time, when Christ was put under the law of God 
given to men, and fulfilled it in the place of men, he came to justify life through the 
one justice for all men. At that time, when God reconciled the world with Himself 
through Christ, He (God) did not attribute sin to man’s world, that is, He allowed 
grace toward the human world to take the place of wrath in Him, "before His forum". 
The one who, like him, calls these thoughts "misleading" with reference to the 
immutability of God, and even feels "embarrassed" by such thoughts, thus renounces 
scriptural thoughts of the redemption that has happened in the fullness of time 
through Christ. 
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the disciples stood daily. Even today, only the real faith in Christ, which is 
imposed on man through his" (Christ's) "appearance, is real. It cannot be said 
seriously enough that if Jesus is really the one the Church confesses him to 
be, he himself must also be able, through his reality, to convert from that 
reality.” These are strange words. There is no question whether Christ would 
be able to convince us of his "reality", yes, even of God's reconciliation, 
through his appearance or through strong historical impressions (the latter 
are probably meant here by Christ's "appearance"). Luther, when he comes to 
this point, tends to say: Who wanted to set God's ability a goal? Christ could 
probably make all people believe at twelve o'clock at night and in a moment 
through historical, physical and other "impressions" in themselves. But it is 
not a question of what Christ is "able" to do, but what he wants to do, and 
what way of making people believe in himself he has chosen. And there he 
says that all will believe in him through the apostles’ word, and that those 
who remain by his word (év tT Ady TP EU~) will know the truth. No one 
else has ever "experienced" reconciliation with God, nor will anyone else 
experience it until the Last Day, except through faith in the Word of 
reconciliation that has taken place. Everything that is said about an 
immediate "experience" of Christ before and outside the Word of Christ is 
rapture. It is the enthusiasm of which the Smalcald Articles rightly say: est 
omnium haeresium et papatus et Mahometismi origo, vis, vita et potentia. 
Quare in hoc nobis est constanter perseverandum, quod Deus non velit 
nobiscum aliter agere, nisi per vocale verbum et sacramenta, et quidquid 
sine verbo et sacramentis iactatur ut spiritus, sit ipse diabolus. (IH, 8 [Trigl. 
497 f., 9; Part. III, Art. VII, 9) In so far as someone like him struggles for 
the emergence of faith in Christ without the word of Christ, he has forgotten 
not only partially but completely what Scripture teaches about reconciliation 
through Christ, the message of reconciliation, the Gospel, faith and 
justification. With a faith based on "impressions" experienced rather than on 
the word of the Gospel alone, justification and sanctification are in principle 
mixed. But even with this sad state of affairs in recent theology, we would 
again like to remind you of the fact that not 
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all who publicly teach unchristianly in their writings, also believe 
unchristianly for their person and in their heart. For it is the case that all the 
old and new theories of reconciliation, by which the reconciliation of the 
whole world of sinners, which has come about through the vicarious 
satisfaction of Christ, is understood "juridically", are practically completely 
useless. They all have the characteristic that they cannot put to rest a 
conscience that has been affected by the law of God. Only "the blood and 
righteousness of Christ", that is, Christ’s satisfactio vicaria, does this. When 
Ritschl teaches and preaches for fifty years that God is merciful to men 
without Christ's vicarious satisfaction, he does not bring any man to faith, 
because the Holy Spirit does not bother to convince people of untruths, but 
only transfigures Christ, that is, Christ the crucified one, Christ in his 
vicarious satisfaction, Christ in the hearts of men (éketvoc—to avevdLe TS 
GAnisiauc—éue d0€éoe1, Joh. 16:13-14). In the same way, the Holy Spirit is 
equally unruly with regard to the more "positive" theories which seek to 
"complete" and "deepen" the "orthodox" doctrine of vicarious satisfaction in 
such a way that even "the transformation of humanity" (human renewal, 
sanctification, ingrafting in the person of Christ, in the Body of Christ, in the 
Church, etc.) is excluded from the "accomplished work of salvation" of 
Christ and considered "co-founding for its value before God. !”). Nor do all 
these theories put consciences to rest, because they base consciences not 
only on Christ's work, but decisively on man's own actions and man's 
"religious-moral" nature. Also the theological teacher who carries in his 
heart the faith worked by the Holy Spirit through the Gospel, or who comes 
to this faith before his end, leaves therefore his "completion" and 
"deepening" of the "orthodox" doctrine of reconciliation at the study table 
and bases himself in his heart and before God on the satisfactio vicaria 
alone. Ihmels can serve as an example here. After he has struggled honestly 
and—as he probably notices—in vain with the "religious-moral" 
improvement of the vicarious satisfaction, he concludes with the assurance 
that he only wanted to secure what is expressed in the old passion song: 


1042) Kirn, Dogmatik, p. 118. 
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“All sins Thou borest for us, else had despair reigned o’er us.” [The 
Lutheran Hymnal, #146] In these words of the Passion Song, however, no 
more and no less is expressed than the "juridical" satisfactio vicaria, as 
theoretically rejected by Him. — The sense of guilt in the human heart is a 
terrible reality. It is an indictment written in the heart, behind which stands 
the full force of divine justice and holiness: You shall be holy, for I am holy; 
accursed is every man that abideth not in all that is written in the book of the 
law, that he should do so. !) The writing of guilt cannot be erased by any 
human thought operation or effort. If the Rocky Mountains and the 
Himalayas have their existence through the divine omnipotence, then the 
consciousness of guilt has its existence in the human heart through the force 
of divine justice in its demanding and condemning activities. The 
consciousness of guilt only gives way when the Word of the handwriting 
(xelpoypagov) that was nailed to the cross by Christ comes to man, and the 
Holy Spirit works faith in this Word and thus replaces the divine judgment 
of condemnation in the human heart with the divine judgment of pardon. To 
declare condemnation in conscience to be imaginary or to want to eliminate 
it by calling for the transformation of humanity, the implantation in Christ, 
renewal and sanctification, is theological childishness, self and world 
deception. 

Regarding the practical uselessness of all theories of reconciliation that 
somehow contrast with the scriptural doctrine of satisfactio vicaria, Strong 
historically refers (Syst. Theol., p. 739 sq.): "It is interesting to note that 
some of the greatest advocates of the Moral Influence theory have reverted 
to the older faith when they came to die. In his dying moments, as L. W. 
Munhall tells us, 


> Schleiermacher, 


1043) This subheading includes Luther's massive disputations against the 
antinomians, Sz. L. XX, 1628 ff. 
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.." Grotius also died not on 
his governmental theory, i.e. not on Christ as an example of punishment and 
a deterrent,!*) but on Christ as his reconciler with God. He died under the 


pastoral care of the Lutheran theologian Johann Quistorp. °°) 


1044) Note 1016. 

1045) Johann Quistorp sen., + 1648. — Trench, in his Notes on the Parables of 
Our Lord on Luke 18:9-14, has an interesting account of this: "Grotius, returning in 
1645 from Sweden to Holland, where he proposed to pass the evening of his days, 
was wrecked on the coast of Pomerania. He made his way with difficulty to Rostock, 
where mortal illness, brought on by the hardships and dangers he had undergone, 
acting on a body already infirm, overtook him. Being made aware of his danger, he 
summoned Quistorp, a high Lutheran theologian, not unknown in the history of the 
Lutheran Church, to his side. I will leave to this latter to tell the remainder of the 
story in his own words: I drew nigh, and found the sick man almost in his last agony. 
I spoke to him, and told him that nothing would have pleased me more than to have 
met him in health and "held conversation with him. To this he replied, “God has 
willed it thus.” I then proceeded to admonish him to prepare himself for his blessed 
journey, to acknowledge himself a sinner, and to grieve for his misdeeds, and as in 
my talk I touched upon the publican who confessed himself a sinner, and prayed that 
God would have mercy upon him, he made answer, “J am that publican.” 1 then went 
on, and committed him unto Christ, besides whom there is no salvation, and he 
rejoined, “All my hope is placed in Christ alone.” With a clear voice I then recited in 
German that German prayer which begins: “Herr Jesu Christ, wahrer Mensch,” etc.; 
and folding his hands, he followed me under his breath. When I had ended, I asked if 
he had understood me. He replied, “I understood well.” I then went on to recite from 
the Word of God such things as are wont to be recalled to 
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But the fact that the Holy Spirit, in his great fidelity, is able to save 
teachers from the error in their hearts, which they speak with their mouths 
and in their writings, must not prevent the Christian Church from fighting 
such teachers with all seriousness. They are and remain dangerous enemies 
of the Christian Church. And this from a whole series of points of view: 1. 
they, as has been amply demonstrated, through the surrogates which they 
seek to substitute for vicarious satisfaction, in one way or another base 
reconciliation with God on human action, thus rendering the Christian faith, 
in so far as their teaching is taken into consideration, impossible. Kliefoth 
did not say too much when he argued that Hofmann's erroneous doctrine of 
reconciliation was about Christianity in general. Without the perfect 
reconciliation of the human world with God, as directed by Christ’s 
satisfactio vicaria, there is no gospel, no faith, no justification, no renewal 
and sanctification, no church, no New Testament ministry, no eternal life. 2. 
they spend their surrogates as scriptural teaching. They would not be so 
dangerous if, like Adolf Harnack for example, they openly confessed their 
opposition to the Holy Scriptures. !°4° But most of the more or less 
"positive" theologians claim 


the memories of those on the point of death, and asked if he understood me. He 
replied, “I hear your voice, but find it hard to understand the words.” When he had 
said this, he fell into complete silence, and a little while afterwards gave up the 


" (but in such a way that Grotius 
(Walch, Bibl. theol. Il, 220. 353 sq.), an Arminian and hitherto strongly drifting in 
indifferentist Roman fairway, abandons his standpoint and takes the biblical 
standpoint of the Lutheran Quistorp, as Trench also reports in the following). 

"In Christ, and in His free grace as the one hope of sinners, they are at one. To this, 
and to this only, the one [Quistorp] points; in this, and in this only, the other [Grotius] 
rests. Quistorp’s letter (which is not addressed to Calov, as I stated in some former 
editions, relying on second-hand information which betrayed me here into more than 
one inaccuracy, but to Elias Taddel, Professor of Theology at Rostock) is reprinted in 
Krabbe’s Aus dem kirchl. und wissenschaftl. Leben Rostocks, 1863, p. 383." 

1046) According to Harnack, the apostle Paul taught "objective salvation" in a 
careless manner. (Wesen des Christentums, p. 114 f.) 
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to present scriptural doctrine. 3. They obscure the reinterpretation and 
interpretation of biblical truths with the appearance of deeper theological 
scholarship. In this way they generally give a "deepened concept of 
atonement" to the interference of human renewal in Christ's work of 
reconciliation, i.e. the complete abolition of the biblical concept of 
atonement (avt6c—namely Christ—sortt IAaopoc mEepi TOV ALAPTLOV HELV). 
But the appearance of higher theological erudition is very suitable to make a 
seductive impression on the studying youth. 4. They educate to engage in 
logical ambiguity, for example by instructing the student youth to reject on 
the one hand any "juridical" conception of Christ's reconciling work, but on 
the other hand to understand Christ's death as a proof of God's "judicial 
justice". That is a seduction of the studying youth to a disordered economy 
of thought which can only with difficulty be removed again, as experience 
teaches abundantly. 5. They educate to an inner untruthfulness by instructing 
the student youth to reinterpret the words of the Scriptures !“” and to distort 
the doctrinal position of the "orthodox" theologians and thereby to awaken 
an odium [hatred] against them. !* Kliefoth said of Hofmann in his time 
what is almost true with regard to all modern deniers of the satisfactio 
vicaria: "If von Hofmann said straight out where he deviated from the 
doctrine of the Church, and how he deviated, the Church, which today has to 
bear a great deal, 


1047) Cf. Holtzmann's above mentioned critique of modern positive 
theologians. Also Grimm says of Hofmann: Inter eos, qui pro Gnesiolutheranis 
haberi volunt, I. Chr. K. Hofmannus (in libro The Scriptural Proof), Jesum patiendo 
moriendoque vicarias poenas dedisse negans earumque notionem e sacris libris 
exegetica arte exterminare tentans, maxime ethicam eorum, quae Christus passus est, 
vim et potestatem praedicavit. [Google] (Institutio theol. dogmaticae 2, p. 382.) 

1048) The doctrine of vicarious satisfaction shares in this regard the fate of the 
teachings of the inspiration and person of Christ. Thus Nitzsch-Stephan (p. 597 f.) 
says: "It was a mistake of the Orthodox doctrine that the basic order of the 
relationship between God and man was thought in categories that were taken from 
the legal sphere of the state.” Of course, the "Orthodox" have never thought of such a 
procedure, but, as Holtzmann reminds us, they got their doctrine from the apostle 
Paul. But the assertion that the Orthodox had thought of the matter in "categories", 
"which were taken from the legal sphere of the state", must be taken by the student 
youth against the "Orthodox", although it (the assertion) is a historical untruth. 
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would also be able to bear his system. But he does not do that; he does not 
even stop at teaching differently without making his deviation noticeable, 

but he claims to be in conformity with the church's teaching, yes, to further 
educate and promote it through his theology. ... 


11049) 


The active obedience of Christ (obedientia Christi activa). ’ 

To the vicarious satisfaction of Christ also belongs, as already taught in 
the previous passage, Christ's keeping of the divine law given to man in 
place of man (/oco hominum). In other words, in order to do justice to God, 
Christ not only bore the punishment for human transgression of the law, but 
also, with his holy life, rendered obedience to the divine law, which men are 
obliged to do, but do not do. Like our human debt, our human duty to God 
has been attributed to Christ (yevouevoc baép NUOV KaTapa— yEvopLEvoV 
010 VOLOV iva Tods DIO VOLOV EEayopaon, Gal. 3:13; 4:4-5) — We will 
follow this up with a special discussion of this piece of vicarious satisfaction, 
because in the presentation of the doctrine of salvation the same thing has 
been partly resigned, partly downright denied. So a. also by Anselm, when 
he says Cur Deus Homo II, 11, that Christ's obedience to life does not belong 
to the satisfaction given to men, because Christ, like every rational creature, 
was himself guilty of this obedience; !© 


1049) Der Schriftbeweis von Hofmanns, p. 559 f. 

1050) Philippi, however, draws attention to the fact that Anselm in his life of 
faith went beyond his scholastic theory and in his reflections and prayers says, for 
example, "While I did not want to obey, with your obedience you atoned for my 
disobedience; I revelled, you thirsted" etc., thus explicitly counting the active 
obedience of Christ as the vicarious satisfaction. Anselm's wrong representation in 
Cur Deus Homo reads: Anselmus: Quaerendum est nunc, cuiusmodi haec datio 
debebit esse. Dare namque se non poterit Deo aut aliquid de se quasi non habenti, ut 
suus sit, quoniam omnis creatura Dei est. Boso: Sic est. Anselmus: Sic ergo 
intelligenda est haec datio, quia aliquo modo 
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b. by Georg Karg, Superintendent General in Ansbach (+ 1576), 
who, however, recanted in 1570; !°" c. by a part of the Reformed 
theologians, namely by Joh. Piscator (+ 1625); d. by 


ponet se ad honorem Dei aut aliquid de se, quo modo debitor non erit. Boso: Ita 
sequitur ex supra dictis. Anselmus: Si dicimus, quia dabit seipsum ad obediendum 
Deo, ut perseveranter servando iustitiam subdat se eius voluntati, non erit hoc dare, 
quod Deus ab illo non exigat ex debito. Omnis enim rationalis creatura (lebet hanc 
obedientiam Deo. Boso: Hoc negari nequit. Anselmus: Alio itaque modo oportet ut 
det seipsum Deo aut aliquid de se. Boso: Ad hoc nos impellit ratio. Anselmus: 
Videamus, si forte hoc sit vitam suam dare sive ponere animam suam sive tradere 
seipsum morti ad honorem Dei. Hoc enim ex debito Deus non exiget ab illo; quoniam 
namque non erit peccatum in illo, non debebit mori, ut diximus. [Google] Thus 
Anselm clearly excludes the active obedience of Christ from the vicarious 
satisfaction. The greatest mistake in Anselm's writing (Cur Deus Homo), incidentally, 
is that it does not simply present the doctrine of reconciliation from the Scriptures, 
but seeks to develop it rationally. This is also connected with the ponderous train of 
thought that is so unpleasantly apparent in this writing. The so simple and clear 
teaching of the Holy Scriptures is stretched out on the rack of theological speculation. 
Anselm's method is not to be held up to the students of theology as a model, but 
rather as a deterrent example. Nor should one overestimate the importance of 
Anselm's writing for the following period. The common claim that the basic ideas of 
Anselm's theory were excluded from the Reformation is misleading. Luther read 
Anselm. He calls him "monachissimus monachus [the most monastic monk”’]" 
(Exeg. opp. lat., ed. XXI, 233). But one must not assume a special influence of 
Anselm from Luther. What is correct in Anselm's Cur Deus Homo was closer and 
better in the Holy Scriptures. 

1051) Georg Karg (Parsimonius), a Philippist, started from the sentence: " The 
law binds to either obedience or punishment, not both at the same time.” The extent 
to which this sentence was misunderstood will soon be explained, but Karg 
concluded from this sentence: "Because Christ suffered the punishment for us, he 
rendered obedience for himself. The all-round contradiction that immediately arose 


against this teaching of Karg's proves how clearly the truth had been recognized 
within the Lutheran Church that the obedientia activa was part of the satisfaction 
provided by Christ. Karg was suspended. He traveled to Wittenberg, where he was 
convicted of his error, persuaded to recant and was reinstated in his office. Because a 
revocation is something rare among high-ranking persons in the Church, 
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more recent theologians, who want to limit Christ's active obedience to the 
fact that Christ willingly gave himself up to his "saving vocation", also 
willingly suffered what the "saving vocation" brought with it in the midst of 
a sinful humanity, but deny that Christ fulfilled the law given to men in the 
place of man. !”) "Vocational obedience" as opposed to the obedience 
which Christ gives to the law given to men and in place of men has become 
mpatov wevos [“first of all] of modern theology. The Formula of Concord 
(pp. 612 f. [Zrigl. 919, Sol. Decl., I, 15]) speaks clearly and sharply about 
the obedientia Christi activa as an integral part of Christ's satisfactorial 
performance, when it says: “Since Christ is not man alone, but God and man 
in one undivided person, He was as little subject to the Law” (that is, obliged 
to keep the law, legi subiectus), “because He is the Lord of the Law, as He 
had to suffer and die as far as His person is concerned. For this reason, then, 
His obedience, not only in suffering and dying, but also in this, that He in 
our stead was voluntarily made under the Law, and fulfilled it by this 
obedience, is imputed to us for righteousness, so that, on account of this 
complete obedience, which He rendered His heavenly Father for us, by 
doing and suffering, in living and dying, God forgives our sins, regards us as 
godly and righteous, and eternally saves us.” Here the limitation of 
obedientia Christi activa to "the spontaneous assumption of suffering” is 
expressly rejected. 


1052) Cf. Lehre und Wehre 1896, p. 137; on modern "professional obedience" 


Nitzsch-Stephan, p. 557 ff. 
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The teaching of the Formula of Concord is the clear teaching of Scripture. In 
Gal. 4:4-5, a twofold thing is clearly evident: 1. that here the divine law 
given to man is spoken of; not is "law" to be understood here as God's "will 
of salvation", which only Christians are concerned with; 2. that Christ was 
put under this law given to men and fulfilled it for the redemption of men. 
1053) When modern theologians, in describing the work of Christ, contrast the 
fulfilment of the law of God with the fulfilment of God's "will of salvation", 
this implies a blatant petitio principii [“begging the question’. First of all, it 
is necessary to determine on the basis of the Scriptures what the "will of 
salvation", which Christ was to carry out, means. According to the 
Scriptures, this will of salvation is not only obedience to suffering, but also 
substitutionary obedience to life, positive fulfillment of the law in place of 
man. — On the basis of the Scriptures the following is therefore to be noted 
with regard to Christ’s holy life: Christ's holy life is not only a model for 
us—which it certainly is, in so far as we are to walk in Christ's footsteps, 1 
Pet. 2:21—- nor is it merely a prerequisite for suffering obedience—which it 
admittedly is, insofar as only the death of a 


1053) Philippi is certainly right when he remarks on Gal. 4:4-5: “Israel was ... 
subject to the demanding statutes of the nomos [Law]; accordingly, the work of 
redemption of the Son of God is to be regarded as the vicarious fulfillment of the 
law.” (IV, 2, 300) Likewise Stéckhardt: "The law under which Israel was subject is 
the sum of all God's demands on man, especially on Israel, everything that God wants 
man to have done and left. And it is to this very law that Christ is also subject, and he 
has accepted it, that is to say, he has fulfilled all the commandments of God. And this 
very obedience served for our salvation." (L. u. W. 1896, p. 137.) We also hold with 
most of the old theologians Matt. 5:17 as a proof of the obedientia Christi activa. The 
TOV VOLLOV TANPaoal, "to fulfill the law", to limit it to the fulfillment "with 
teachings", the expression does not suffer. — It is also arbitrary to restrict the 
ducaimpa of Christ out of the mere obedience of Christ to suffering. The napdatopa, 
the transgression, of Adam is here confronted by the dtkai@pa, the act of 
righteousness of Christ, that through which Christ—in the difference from Adam— 
presented himself as just, the obedience of Christ (the vaakon, v. 19) without 
restriction. Clear and sharp Quenstedt says: Atkai@pa opponitur xapaatmpat. Ut 
ergo Napantoua est avouia, ita dikaimpa vi oppositionis est evvopia .. actio EVVOLOG 
seu activa Christi obedientia. [Google] It is therefore not said enough when Philippi 
ad h. 1. says that here only "the basis" for the dogma of obedientia activa is given. 
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perfect saint has atoning power, | Petr. 1:19—but it is also an integrating 
part of the payment that Christ vicariously offered to the just God for the 
reconciliation of men. This is the teaching of Scripture in the scriptural 
passages cited, and to recognize and record this is also of the greatest 
importance in practice, namely for the Christian life of faith, as is evident 
from the following statement by Luther. After Luther said of Christ's 
vicarious fulfillment of the law: "He has done enough for the law, he has 
fulfilled the law completely; for he has loved God with all his heart, with all 
his soul, with all his strength, with all his mind, and his neighbor as himself" 
etc, he continues: "Therefore, when the law comes and accuses you of not 
keeping it, point to Christ and say, "There is the man who did it; I hold fast to 
him who fulfilled it for me and gave me his fulfillment; so it must remain 
silent.” (E. A. 13, 61. 63.) We have also already pointed out above how 
Anselm practiced his life of faith beyond his theoretical denial of the 
obedientia Christi activa. 

It remains to consider the objections with which the active obedience of 
Christ as part of His vicarious satisfaction has been contested. It has been 
objected: 

I. Christ himself used his active obedience, since he was a true man, 
obliged to fulfill the law. Answer: This assertion denies the personal union 
(unio personalis) of God and man in Christ. By virtue of the personal union, 
human nature belongs to the Person of the Son of God. But the Person of the 
Son of God is not under the law; consequently, neither is the human nature 
of Christ belonging to that Person. By accepting a human nature, the Son of 
God did not come under the law, but by accepting it into his divine person 
under the law, he exalted that human nature. That Christ nevertheless came 
under the Law (yevéuevoc 026 vOpLov) was due to a special act which, 
although it coincides in time with the Incarnation, is nevertheless factually 
separated from it in Scripture. God put His Son—and He gave Himself— 
under the law for mankind and for the redemption of mankind, Gal. 4:4-5; 
Ps. 40:7-9. Thus an obedience to the law (Stkai@pa, vaarcon, Rom. 5:18, 19) 
has come 
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about which Christ can and will deliver to men: Even in the state of 
humiliation Christ declares Himself explicitly for such a one who was_above 
the law for his Person, Matt. 12:8.!% 

II. Scripture attributes the redemption of men to the shedding of the 
blood of Christ, that is, to the obedentia passiva. Answer: But not 
exclusively! If in passages such as | Peter 1:19; Col. 1:14, etc. the obedientia 
passiva is placed in the foreground, there are also scriptural passages in 
which the redemption is attributed to the obedentia activa, Rom 5:18-19; Ps. 
40:7-9. Neither the former nor the latter passages are to be understood 
exclusively, then. !°°°) 

Ill. Through the obedientia passiva, divine righteousness had been 
completely satisfied. God would be asking too much if 


1054) Quenstedt (II, 407): Obiicit Piscator: Christus ut verus homo tenebatur 
obedire Deo Creatori, pro se igitur activam obedientiam legi praestitit. Eodem modo 
Sogqinus L. 3. de Christo Servatore, c. 5., ait: Christum ut verum hominem iure 
creationis pro seipso debuisse Deo obedientiam vitae totius plenam, quapropter illa 
nihil nobis promeruisse. Respondeo: 1, Filius hominis est Dominus Sabbathi, Matt. 
12, 8, et sic etiam totius legis. 2. Si Christus esset yids av3panos, obstrictus fuisset 
legi, iam vero in unitate personae est verus Deus, proinde sui ratione non fuit legi 
obstrictus. p@tov wevddc huius argumenti, adeoque erroris huius universi consistit 
in eo, quod actiones et passiones Christi considerantur, ac si essent tantum naturae 
humanae actiones et passiopes; atqui persona est, quae agit et patitur. Obedientia 
Christi non est naturae tantum humanae actio, sed Christi ‘Seav9panov, qui ut nobis 
natus et datus, Es. 9, 9, ita et pro nobis sub lege factus, Gal. 4, 4.. [Google 

1055) Gerhard (De iustif, § 55 sqq.): Quamvis in pluribus Scripturae dictis morti 
et effusioni sanguinis Christi redemptionis opus tribuatur, id tamen haudquaquam 
exclusive accipiendum, ac si sancta Christi vita ab opere redemptionis per hoc 
excludatur; sed ideo illud fieri existimandum, quia nusquam illuxit clarius, quod nos 
dilexit ac redemit Dominus, quam in ipsius passione, morte ac vulneribus, ut 
loquuntur pii veteres; et quia mors Christi est velut ultima linea ac complementum, 
téhoc, finis et perfectio, totius obedientia, sicut apostolus inquit Phil. 2, 8. Quid? 
Quod plane adbvatov est, activam obedientiam a passiva in hoc merito separare.— 
Quenstedt (II, 351 sq.): Agendo culpam, quam homo iniuste commiserat, expiavit, et 
patiendo poenam, quam homo iuste perpessurus erat, Christus sustulit. ... Quia 
enim non tantum ab ira Dei, iusti iudicis, liberandus erat homo, sed et, ut coram Deo 
posset consistere, iustitia ei opus erat, quam, nisi impleta lege, consequi non poterat: 
ideo Christus utrumque in se suscepit et non tantum passus est pro nobis, sed et legi 
in omnibus satisfecit, ut haec ipsius impletio et obedientia in iustitiam nobis 


imputaretur.. [Google 
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he not only let Christ pay the penalty for the transgression of the law, but 
also demanded a positive fulfillment of the law. Lex obligat vel ad 
obedientiam vel ad poenam [The law obliges either to obedience or to 
punishment]. Answer: This objection, which seeks to deal with the matter 
rationally, in contrast to the relevant scriptural statements, does not even do 
justice to human reason. Even under human law, suffering the punishment 
for breaking the law is not yet a fulfilment of the law, not conformitas cum 
lege. A thief who has suffered the legal punishment for his theft is not yet a 
man who has kept the law, that is, has not stolen. Much less is bearing the 
punishment for violating the divine law a fulfillment of the law before God. 
Who will say of the damned in hell who suffer the punishment for their 
transgression of the law that they thereby fulfill the law of God, the sum total 
of which is: to love God with all one's heart and to love one's neighbor as 
oneself? The sentence: "Lex obligat vel ad obedientiam vel ad poenam [“The 
law obliges either to obedience or to punishment’’] is appropriate when it is 
necessary to remind that no man can make obedience to the law go 
unpunished, that is, when no transgression of the law that has already taken 
place can be considered. But if it is necessary to explain what the law 
requires of fallen man, then it must be said: Lex obligat et ad poenam et ad 
obedientiam. [The law obliges both to punishment and to obedience] !°° 

IV. The teaching that Christ has fulfilled the law on behalf of all people 
damages morals, since no one will then seriously engage in the fulfillment of 
the law. 1°” 


1056) Quenstedt says (II, 407 sq.): Lex obligat vel ad poenam vel ad 
obedientiam, nimirum creaturas rationales nondum in peccatum prolapsas, v. g. 
sanctos angelos obligat tantum ad obedientiam, non vero ad poenam. Adamum in 
statu innocentiae tantum obligavit ad obedientiam, non autem simul ad poenam (nisi 
sub conditione). Ubi enim nulla est transgressio, ibi poena locum non habet. Sed 
creaturas rationales in peccatum prolapsas lex obligat ad poenam et ad obedientiam: 
ad obedientiam, quia sunt creaturae rationales; ad poenam, quia sunt in peccatum 
prolapsae. luri obligationis ad obedientiam per lapsum nihil quidquam decessit, quin 
potius nova obligatio, videlicet ad poenam propter peccatum sustinendam, eidem 
accessit. Christus igitur et Adae et nostrum omnium loco sese sistens, legem perfecte 
implevit et poenas peccatorum nostrorum in se recepit. [Google 

1057) Thus Adolf Harnack also rebukes the apostle Paul for having "covered up 
the seriousness of religion for whole generations" by his teaching of "objective 
reconciliation". (Wesen des Christentums, p. 115.) 
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Answer: To argue in this way, one could also deny the vicarious punitive 
suffering of Christ, the obedientia passiva, under the assertion that people 
would no longer be frightened of hell and repent when they heard that Christ 
had already atoned for the penalties of sin. '°®) The objection reveals a 
complete unfamiliarity with Christianity, the "experience", according to 
Rom. 6:1 ff.: Ottivec daebévouev TH apaptia, mas Ett CHOOLEV EV avTN; 

The reproach that newer theologians make against the old theologians 
that the latter mechanically juxtaposed or tore apart the obedientia activa and 
passiva belongs to the common misrepresentation of the teachings of the old 
Theologians. !% 

The sacrifice of Christ and the Atonement of the Old Testament. “ 

Scripture explicitly states that the Atonement offerings of the Old 
Testament were models of the sacrifice of Christ. Hebr. 10, 1 says in relation 
to the annual and daily atonement sacrifices of the Old Testament: "The law 
has the shadow" (oxidv == shadow cast, image) "of the goods to come, not 
the essence of the goods themselves" (o0K avtnv THV ElkKOva TOV TPAYLATOV 
== not the actual representation of things). The following verses leave no 
doubt as to what is meant here by "shadow" and "essence". For it is 
explained in v.1b-14 that the real atonement for sins is not brought about by 
the Old Testament sacrifices, but only by the self-sacrifice of Christ. v. 4: "It 
is impossible to take away sins by the blood of oxen and goats"; likewise V. 
11. On the other hand, the taking away of sins "is once done by the sacrifice 
of the body of Christ", v. 10; likewise v. 12.14. The Old Testament sacrifices 
were therefore, according to Scripture, only images of the sacrifice of Christ. 
In them, not the objective atonement for sins was carried out, but they were 
an actual indication of the objective atonement brought about by the sacrifice 
of Christ. The sacrifices of the Old Testament 


1058) Gerhard (De iustif., § 63): Argumentum petitum ex schola 
Samosatenianorum, qui itidem verentur, ne per doctrinam de satisfactione Christi 
frigescat studium bonorum operum. [Google] 

1059) See above Gerhard (De iustif., § 55): Quid? Quod, plane adbvatov est, 
activam obedientiam a passiva in hoc merito separare. So especially also Quenstedt 
Il, 407. 
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have been appropriately called a "real prophecy", which means: just as the 
atonement of man through Christ is prophesied in many scriptures of the Old 
Testament, the same prophecy is present in the act by which animals were 
offered up as atonement at God's command. In the exemplary, prophetic 
character of the Old Testament sacrifices lies the essential difference 
between these sacrifices and the sacrificial cult of the Gentiles. The Gentiles 
attributed real power of atonement to their sacrifices; the sacrifices in Israel 
had their meaning in that they were a prophecy of Christ's sacrifice. With 
regard to the power of the Old Testament atonement sacrifices, there are 
seemingly contradictory statements in Scripture. While Hebr. 10:4 says, "It 
is not possible that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins", we 
read in Lev. 17:11, etc.: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have 
given it” (namely, the blood of animals) “to you upon the altar to make an 
atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that maketh an atonement for the 
soul” The trade-off is obvious. The blood of the sacrificial animals did not 
atone, that is, not in itself; but it typically atoned, that is, it represented 
Christ's atoning sacrifice to the Israelites and therefore, as a means of grace 
ordered by God, offered them the atonement to be effected through Christ. In 
this way, the believing Israelite attained forgiveness of sins through the 
proper use of the Old Testament atonement. !°°° 


1060) Kromayer (Theol. pos.-pol. I, 775): Bawopévy contradictio inter Mosen 
et apostolum facile tollitur; cum enim Moses Lev. 17:11 inquit: "Sanguis hircorum 
expiat peccata", Paulgs [?] Ebr. 10, 4 inquit: "Sanguis hircorum non expiat 
peccata": non expiat in se, sed typice, quatenus Christi sacrificium TAaotiK6v pro 
peccatis mundi adumbrat.[Google] — Quenstedt on the duplex usus of the victims of 
the Old Testament: /egalis (memory of sins) and evangelicus (presentiment of the 
sacrifice of Christ). (Syst. II, 943 sq. Baier III, 108.) The more recent views on the 
Old Testament victims are essentially based on the error that man himself must be 
reconciled "religiously-ethically" with God. (See Luhartdt, Dogm., p. 243; H. 
Schmidt and v. Orelli in RE. 2 XVI, 363 ff. 410 ff.) Holtzmann (Neutest. Theol. I 
111 ff.) essentially takes the side of the old theologians in the conception of the 
"concept of sacrifice"; Nitzsch-Stephan, p. 600 f., differently. The interpretation of 
the individual parts of the Old Testament sacrificial ceremony leads beyond the task 
of a dogmatic compendium. But here we must remember that the vicarious 
satisfaction provided by Christ is clearly reflected in all its main ideas by the order of 
Old Testament atonement. We have summarized above what Scripture teaches about 
the vicarious satisfaction of Christ in three main points: 1. God according 
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To whom and for whom Christ had given satisfaction. “ 

The question to whom Christ had given satisfaction has already been 
sufficiently answered in the previous one, namely God, insofar as God is 
entitled to holiness and justice. Satisfaction has been given to divine justice, 
as demonstrated above. And since divine justice does not exist three times, 
but the one divine justice of the number after the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, the old teachers are not wrong when they say that Christ also 
gave satisfaction to himself. Baier: "In so far as Christ gave satisfaction, he 
is regarded as a mediator: in so far as he himself also demanded satisfaction, 
he is to be regarded as God, as the author and avenger of the law, who by his 
nature is absolutely just like the Father and the Holy Spirit". !°° It is a 
scriptural thought that the one who gives satisfaction and the one who 
receives satisfaction are one and the same, 2 Cor. 5:19: dc Hv év Xpiotd 
KOOLOV KATAAAGOowV éavt@ [God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
himself]. 


to his inviolable justice demands of men the fulfillment of his law, and the 
transgressors of it have forfeited life. 2. Christ, taking the place of men, does enough 
for divine justice through his active and suffering obedience. 3. Through Christ's 
substitutionary action and suffering, God is now reconciled with men. All this is 
clearly illustrated in the Old Testament atonement offerings, especially in the 
ceremony of the great day of reconciliation. 1. The inviolable holiness and 
righteousness of God is expressed by the fact that God, in the transgressions of His 
law, demanded atonement from the transgressors who were killed and whose blood 
had to be brought before Him (namely, at the altar, on the great day of atonement into 
the holy of holies). 2. The fact that this was only a substitute, that is, that it was the 
sinner and not the sacrificial animal that was to die, was expressed by the fact that the 
one for whom the sacrifice was offered had to lay his hands on the unsuccessful 
sacrificial animal, confessing his sin and thus transferring it to the sacrificial animal. 
3. That God made the sacrifice offered to be a sin offering is shown by the fact that 
He calls the blood of the sacrificial animal the blood of reconciliation, Leviticus 
17:11: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it [blood] to you 
upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that maketh an 
atonement for the soul.” The reconciliation that took place was also represented by 
external events, e.g. on the great Day of Atonement, when the living goat, after the 
iniquity of the people was confessed over it and laid on its head, was led into the 
desert and released there. 

1061) Compendium II, 120. 
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Origen's odd idea, reminiscent of dualism, that Christ paid the ransom to the 
devil, among other things, must be rejected. !°°) Against this Quenstedt 
explains "The devil, by God's righteous judgment, is only the jailer of men, 
not their lord and judge, to whom a ransom should have been paid. Soli Deo, 
non diabolo, 6tpov persolvendum erat. [To God alone, not to the devil, 
AOtpov was to be paid.] 1°) 

To the question for whom Christ had given satisfaction, the answer is: a. 
Not for himself, because the Scripture consistently testifies that Christ was 
without sin for his Person; the Gpaptia [sin] which Christ bore (Jn. 1:29) and 
atoned for (1 Jn. 2:2; 4:10) was the actu forensi transmitted sin of man (2 
Cor. 5:21; Jn. 1:29 etc.). That Christ also did not do the obedientia activa for 
himself, but for men, has just been explained, b. Not for the angels, neither 
for the good ones to complete their righteousness (some Reformed) !% nor 
for the evil ones (according to Origen and other 


1062) Origen questions on Matt. 20:28: Tivt d¢ sd@Ke THY Wy avtOV AvTpoV 
avti moAA ov [““To whom did He give His soul as ransom for many?”]; and answers: 
Ov yap 5n to be@ [“Surely not to God.”]. He then asks further: Mn tt ow te novnpe 
[Perchance, then, to the Evil One?]; and answers: Ovtoc yap expdatet skpatet nLOv, 
EMSC 60& NTO VAEP NLOV AV TO Avtpov, 1 Tov Inoov. wvyn KTA [“The Evil One had us 
in his power until the ransom for us, the life of Jesus, was given him.”]. But that it is 
a great error to make this teaching of Origen the actual church teaching up to Anselm 
is proven by Lehre und Wehre 1883, p. 308 ff. Even Origen does not only speak of 
the ransom of the devil, but also teaches a reconciliation of God, which happened 
because Christ, through the sacrifice of his body, made God gracious to man. Thus in 
Rom. 3:23 (cf. Thomasius, Dogmengesch. I, 388), the error of the Fathers of the 
Church, who are afflicted with the whimsical Origen idea, is that they add a 
rationalistic inference to a truth of Scripture. From the scriptural truth that sinners are 
given to the power of the devil through God's righteous judgment (1 Cor. 5:5; Hebr. 
2:14, etc.), they concluded that the devil had acquired a right over sinners and could 
therefore demand a ransom. 

1063) Syst. II, 648 sqq. 

1064) However, according to Col. 1:20 and Eph. 1:10 "the effect of Christ's 
reconciling death also extended to the angels" (Nitzsch, p. 294), but through the 
reconciliation of men. According to Scripture, human beings and the angels who have 
remained in God's fellowship form a holy family. That is why it is said of people who 
have become believers in Christ that they find their way here (mpoasAnav'sats) to the 
heavenly Jerusalem and to the myriad of angels (uvpidow ayyéA@v mavnyvpet, Hebr. 
12:22-23), and that the angels in heaven rejoice over every addition to the family in 
the form of a repentant sinner (Luke 15:10). Because people are sinners 
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representatives of the apocatastasis) }° but c. for mankind, and that for all 
men. The fact that satisfactio vicaria applies to all people has already been 
discussed on all sides in the gratia univsrsalis. !°°° One can summarize 
briefly what Scripture teaches about perfection of satisfaction: The 
satisfaction given by Christ is perfect both intensively and extensively. It is 
intensely perfect inasmuch as God is completely reconciled with men 
through Christ's action, and therefore on the part of mankind no more action 
and their own goodness is required (rejection of the modern theory of 
guarantee, "deepened" theory of atonement), but only faith is required in 
order to be reconciled with God. But it is also extensively perfect, insofar as 
the complete reconciliation extends equally to all people, not only to those 
who are actually saved (the elect) but also to those who are actually lost. 

In discussing the sufficiency of the satisfaction of Christ, the question 
was also discussed whether a drop of the blood of Christ would have been a 
sufficient ransom for the sins of the world. The papists answered this 


they fell out of the holy family. By Christ's reconciling sinners with God, 
eiprvotomous 616 TOV Tov aVTOV aVTOV avTOV avTOV, they are restored to the 
heavenly family. Meyer and others who reject any limitation of t4 mévta and want to 
apply it to anything "existing" overlook the fact that there is a limitation in the text 
itself. The té mévta receives its closer definition and thus its limitation through the 
added site Ta ei Tic yng, sits Ta Ev TOs Ovpavoic, "be it on earth, be it in heaven" 
(those who are in heaven). As inhabitants of heaven, however, not all creatures are 
described in the Scriptures, but the heavenly Zétus is formed by the holy angels, the 
church of the firstborn and the spirits of the completed righteous (Heb 12,22.23). 

1065) What is available at dnoyatdotaocts mavtov [“the restitution of all 
things”], Acts 3:21, Christ explains what is to be understood when He says Matt. 
17:11 of John the Baptist's activity: dtoyatéotaots névt@v. The dmoKathotaoic 
mé&vtov thus happens through the testimony of Christ among Israel and in the Gentile 
world, and is actually carried out on the people who accept the testimony of Christ. In 
this way everything is produced in the way that God wants to have it in his kingdom, 
and it is also proclaimed in advance by the prophets. Correctly Nitzsch-Stephan (p. 
733) says that Acts 3:19-21. does not speak at all of the final fate of the godless, but 
describes "restoration" as "the realization of all old divine prophecies". 

1066) p. 21 ff. 
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question in the affirmative in order to trade on the "surplus" merit of Christ. 
1067) T_utherans have answered this question in the affirmative in so far as the 
blood of Christ is the blood of the Son of God and thus has infinite value 
even in the smallest part. Not the quantity but the quality of the blood shed 
by Christ, as the blood of the Son of God, gives it the infinite value of 
redemption. For this reason, however, the abundant shedding of the blood is 
not superfluous, but must be described as corresponding to the will and 
counsel of God. '°°8) Quenstedt appropriately reminds us of the following 
principle in this whole matter: Solus Deus optime novit, quantum ad plenam 
perfectamque pro peccatis nostris satisfactionem requiratur, et cur Filium 
suum unigenitum tot plagas, nec plures, nec pauciores, pati, nec minus 
sanguinis ac fuit effusum, effundi voluerit. ... Quantum iustitia Dei 
acceptare debuerit, non ex nostra phantasia, sed ex Bei verbo depromendum 
est [Google]. In short, we consider all the acts and sufferings of Christ, as 
described in the Scriptures (Rom. 5:10 - “Reconciled to God by the death of 
His Son’), to be the ransom, whereby enough is done for divine justice. 

According to the Old Testament model (Ex. 30:7-8; 3 Ex. 16:12-13 1°?) 
etc.) the high priestly ministry of Christ in the state of humiliation also 
includes the offering of intercession for the people. Isaiah 53:12 in the 
description of the work of Christ, besides the satisfactio also the intercessio 
is mentioned: “He bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the 
transgressors.” But Christ intercedes a. for all men, also for the ungodly, as 
he also bore the sins of these. Example: Luke 23:34 (intercessio generalis), 
b. especially, as head of the church, for the believers. Example: Joh. 17 
(intercessio specialis). The purpose 


1067) Quenstedt I, 467-470, where a rich dogmatic-historical material is 
collected, which is partly reproduced by Philippi IV, 2, pp. 95-98. 

1068) Luther IX, 995th B. Meisner at Baier-Walther III, 121 sq. — Joh. 
Heermann's hymn "Wo soll ich flichen hin", St. L. Hymnal, No. 230, V. 9: "Dein 
Blut, der edle Saft" etc. 

1069) Philippi IV, 2, p. 340: "The burning of incense is continuous in Scripture? 
Symbol of prayer." Ps. 141:2; Rev. 5:8. 
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of intercession is the granting of forgiveness of sins and preservation in the 
same, as can be seen from the examples given. The apparent contradiction 
between Luke 23:34 and Joh. 17:9 is balanced 1 Tim. 4:10. 


The high priestly office [sacerdotal] in the state of exaltation. * 

The priesthood of Christ has not ceased with the state of humiliation. 
Scripture explicitly ascribes the priesthood to Christ even in the state of 
elevation. According to Hebr. 7:24 Christ has "an unchangeable priesthood" 
(anapaBatov éyet tv tep@ovvyv). And from this it is concluded, v. 26: 
“Wherefore he is able also to save them to the uttermost (gic 10 mavtEéc) 
that come unto God by him.” 

But what is the high priestly activity of Christ in the state of exaltation? 
Not in the repetition of the atoning sacrifice, which Scripture expressly 
rejects, Rom 6:9-10; Heb 9:12, 16; 7:27 (intercessio Christi in statu 
exaltationis non est satisfactoria [“the intercession of Christ in the state of 
exaltation is not satisfactory”]), but in his intercession for the redeemed, so 
that they may_share in the salvation acquired once and for all (Epama€) 
(intercessio Christi in statu exaltationis est applicatoria). This is clearly 
taught in Scripture Hebr. 7:24, 26: évtvyyavew vaép avtov, scil, for those 
who come to God through him; | John 2:1: Tapdé«Antov éyopev mpdc TOV 
Tlatépa Incobdv Xptiotov [“we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ 
the righteous”]; Rom. 8:34: evtvyyavet vaép nv. So intercession has to do 
with the gathering and preservation of the church. In Baier '°” wants to 
leave undecided whether Christ's intercession for the redeemed is expressed 
in words and petitions—heavenly words and petitions, of course— 
(intercessio verbalis), or whether the intercession consists only in the fact 
that Christ, through his merit acquired in the state of humiliation, constantly 
moves God to be gracious to us (intercessio realis). But it is not advisable, as 
everywhere, to depart from the wording of Scripture. According to the text 
of Scripture, however, Christ himself speaks, not just his merit, Heb. 7:25: 
“he ever liveth to make intercession for them”, mavtote C@v sic TO 
évtvyyavetv brép adtTHV; Rom. 8:34 (literally translated): "who also is at the 


right hand of God, who also intercedes for us"; !°7? 


1070) Compendium Ill, 126 sq., nota d. 
1071) The twofold 6c kai distinguishes intercession emphatically from sitting at 
the right hand of God and presents the latter as a separate act. 
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1 Joh. 2:1: "we have an advocate (Ilapé«Antov) with the Father, Jesus 
Christ". That this intercessio is not a "pleading on the knees" etc. is self- 
evident, since it is the intercessio of "him who is at the right hand of God", 
Rom. 8:34. But one goes down under the Scriptures when one does not let 
Christ himself speak, but only the merit of Christ. Quenstedt has the right 
thing to do against the various forms of weakening the doctrine of Scripture. 
1072) As for the Socinians and their followers, they completely deny Christ's 
high priestly office in the state of humiliation (the offering of a sacrifice of 
atonement by vicarious satisfaction). They transfer Christ's high priestly 
office to the state of exaltation, but they understand this to mean only the 
help that Christ gives to people in the work of their self-salvation, by 
preventing them from sins and encouraging them to a pious life through his 
word and example. '°” It goes without saying that all modern fighters 
against the vicarious satisfaction also dismiss the high priestly function of 
Christ in the state of exaltation in the Socinian direction. According to 
Scripture, Christ's high priestly activity in the state of exaltation is based 
solely and exclusively on the satisfactio vicaria performed in the state of 
humiliation. The fact that in the case of sinning against the exalted Christ 
TAPAKANTOV EYOLEV TPOG Tov Tatépa. (1 Jn. 2:1-2), is based on the fact that 
Jesus is Christ dixatoc and at the same time kai adtdc AaoLds got mEpi 
TOV ALAPTLOV NLAV ... Kai Epi GAov TOD KdoLLOD [“we have an advocate 
with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous... the propitiation for our sins: 
and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world”]. The same 
justification for Christ's effective, disgraceful prosecution évtvyyavel bréEp 
HudV Rom. 8:34: 


1072) Systema II, 470 sq. Likewise Meyer against Diisterdieck: "Diisterdieck 
denies without exegetical justification that the intercession vocalis et oralis is" (Rom 
8:34). 

1073) Catechesis Racoviensis, question 476-479; question 479 is: Qui [in what 
way] expiationem peccatorum nostrorum Iesus in coelis peragit? and the answer: 
Primum a peccatorum poenis nos liberat, dum virtute et potestate, quam a Patre 
plenam et absolutam consecutus est, perpetuo nos tuetur et iram Dei interventu suo 
quodammodo a nobis arcet, quod Scriptura exprimit, dum ait, eum pro nobis 
interpellare. Your ab ipsorum peccatorum servitute nos liberat, dum eadem potestate 
ab omni flagitiorum genere nos retrahit et avocat: id vero in, sua ipsius persona 
nobis ostendendo, quid consequatur is, qui a peccato desistit: vel etiam alia ratione 
nos hortando et monendo, nobis opem ferendo, ac interdum puniendo, a peccati iugo 


exsolvit. [Google 
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Xpiotoc 6 dxotavev, waAAov de Kat eyeptsic, which Meyer is right about 
remarks: "in which predicates his death is a death of reconciliation, his 
revival as S14 thy dtkaiwmow Nov (4:25) ... is to be thought". By inserting 
the "transformation of mankind" into Christ's work of reconciliation (through 
the modern "deepened" atonement theory, guarantee theory), mapdKAntosc 
[Advocate] is reduced to a "stimulant" of moral improvement in man. As 
Grotius interprets reconciliation 1 John 2:2: Sensus est, (Christ) vires 
praestat, ne peccemus in posterum [The meaning is, (Christ) provides 
strength, so that we do not sin in the future” ]. — The Papists falsify the 
doctrine of Christ's high priestly office in the state of exaltation a. by the so- 
called "unbloody" repetition of Christ's sacrifice in the Sacrifice of the Mass, 
thereby denying the épamaég [once] of Scripture (Heb 7:27; 9:12; Rom 6:10; 
Heb 10:14); b. by allowing Mary and the saints with their merits !° to 
intercede for men, thus placing Christ at their side as intercessor. 

On the question whether Christ is still interceding for his own after the 
Last Day, the old Lutheran theologians have also negotiated among 
themselves. !°”°) Feurborn answered the question with No, Calov with Yes. 
Calov's opinion was also shared by Quenstedt. But the scriptural passages 
that deal with the intercession of Christ presuppose the conditions that 
existed before the Last Day, namely the gathering and preservation of the 
church. Thus, the scriptural evidence for Calov's and Quenstedt's view is 
missing. If reference is made to Hebr. 7:25, where it says of Christ: "He ever 
liveth to make intercession for them", Gottfried Hoffmann notes: 


One will have to agree with Hoffmann. 


The royal office of Christ. * 
The Scriptures reveal the fact that Christ, the Redeemer of men, has 
also been given dominion over men and the universe. Scripture is very 
diligent to emphasize 


1074) Bellarmin at Quenstedt II, 1444: Sancti ex meritis praecedentibus 
impetrare possunt et sibi et aliis id, quod orando petunt. 

1075) Feurborn, Calov at Baier-Walther II, 127. 

1076) Synopsis Theologiae, p. 540. 
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the universal character of Christ's rule and to reject any thought of Christ's 
rule being only partial or territorially limited: Tavta poi zapedo0n b20 tod 
Tlatpdc pov (Matt. 11:27); mica éFovoia év ovpave kai Eni Tijc yc (Matt. 
28:18); mavta vaétaéEv vKO Tov 1O0dac avtov (Ps. 8:7; Eph. 1:22; 1 Cor. 
16:27); in that He has subjected everything to Him, o¥dév agiKkev abt 
avomotaKtov (Hebr. 2:8). The zavta [always] is specialized Dan. 7:13-14 
(all peoples, people and tongues), Ps. 8:7-8 (He rules all things 

moving on earth, in the air, and in the sea), Ps. 110:2 (the enemies of Christ). 
In that Christ is subject to the All and ruled by Him is the royal office of 
Christ (officium Christi regium). 

That this dominion is given to Christ according to both natures, 
according to the divine nature essential, according to the human nature 
shared, but with distinction of states, and that Christ also rules according to 
the human nature not in absentia but present in the universe — all this was 
explained in detail in the genus maiestaticum and apotelesmaticum and in 
the doctrine of the esstates. 

It is scriptural to divide the omnipotence of Christ into the kingdom of 
power, grace and glory according to the different nature of the subjects and 
the different ways of governing “°’’ The unbelieving people who have not 
accepted his gospel, as well as the apostate angels and irrational creatures for 
whom the gospel is not there, Christ rules with his omnipotence (regnum 
potentiae); the believing people who have not accepted the gospel of grace 
(tO sdayyédov THs yapitoc, Acts 20:24), he reigns by his revealed word in 
grace (regnum gratiae); the people who in this life were subjects in his 
kingdom of grace, he fills in that life with his revealed glory (regnum 
gloriae). In this sense the dogmatists say: Regium Christi officium triplex 
est: regnum potentiae, gratide et gloriae. The whole universe, all creatures 
as such, belongs to the power of Christ. The scriptural statements for this 
have just been quoted: ovoev &vvm0taxtov. Only those people who believe 
the gospel 


1077) Pro diversa ratione (constitution) eorum, quos rex Christus sibi subiectos 
respicit et diversimode gubernat. (Baier II, 128.) 
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and are justified by faith belong to the kingdom of grace. Kingdom of grace 
and Church of God on earth (ecclesia militans) are synonyms. Rom. 5:1-2 : 
Atkaimbévtes &« TictEMs siptvynv ExouEv* mpc TOV Osov, ... TV 
Tpooayoyiv EoxiKapeEv TH Tiotet sic THY Yap TAbTHV év  EoTIKApEV 
[“Being justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, by whom also we have access by faith into this grace wherein we 
stand.”]; Acts 5:14: zpoceti#evto (namely TH éxKAnoia) ioTEvOVTES TO 
Kupio [Believers were the more added to the Lord” (namely, to the 
Church)’’]. In the unbelievers, in the vioic tg GmeWeiac [“children of 
disobedience,”], the devil is 5 evepyv [the ruling power”], Eph. 2:2.1°7®) 
The kingdom of glory is the eternal continuation of the kingdom of grace. 
Only those people who were membra ecclesiae militantis (Rom. 8:17), but 
they also certainly will be membra ecclesiae triumphantis, Rom. 5:2 : 
KavyopEeba én’ EArid1 Tic 560ENs Tod Oeod. In the kingdom of glory also 
belong the holy angels according to Hebr. 12:22-23 etc. !°”) It may be 
reminded here that in teaching and in public preaching one should not limit 
oneself to a mere mention of the three kingdoms and a sketchy description of 
them, but that in dealing with this subject one should - as one of our fathers 
used to say - "pull out all the stops". Of course, it does not have to be the 
registers of their own, but the registers of the Holy Scriptures, which are so 
detailed in their descriptions here. The regnum potentiae is also described in 
a special way with the specialization given in Scripture, and the regnum 
gloriae - also on the basis of Scripture - that is to say, "that the desire is 
awakened in Christians to enter heaven". 

The unity of kingdoms.“ Both the unity and the diversity of the 
realms are to be recorded on the basis of Scripture. These kingdoms are one 
kingdom inasmuch as Christ is the one and only Lord in all of them and 


1078) There is no objective difference if some among the old Lutheran teachers 
allow the kingdom of grace to extend only to the faithful, while others allow it to 
extend in some way to all people. So Quenstedt (II, 384). Quenstedt does not mix the 
kingdom of nature and the kingdom of grace in the manner of those who let Christ's 
kingdom of grace extend even from honor able pagans, but he wants to express that 
grace and means of grace are universal: Imo extendit Messias regnum gratiae suae, in 
totum terrarum orbem habitabilem. Nam sceptrum evangelicae potentiae e Zione 
emittens, Ps. 110, 3, longe lateque per universum mundum dominio admirabili 
derivavit. 

1079) Dogmatists bring the rule over the damned under the regnum potentiae or 
also under the regnum gloriae, quo alias opposita ad eandem facultatem referri 
solent. (Baier, 1. c., p. 133.) Damnation is conceived as the reverse of the d6Gaotc. 
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rules them completely uniformly, that is, according to His will and with His 
divine power and majesty. Scripture statements such as Eph. 1:21-23 very 
emphatically point to this unity: bzepdav@ ndons apyiic — Kai MAavtdsG 
bnétacev ONO Tos 1ddac adtod Kai adTOV (et eundem, and the same) é5MKEV 
KEMaAny DEP TAaVTE TH EKKAnoia [“Far above all principality ... and hath 
put all things under His feet and gave Him [et eundem, the same] to be the 
Head over all things to the Church.”]. Keeping this unity present is of great 
practical importance. For it is a most consoling fact that Christ's sun, moon 
and stars, air, fire and water, devils and all enemies are no less subject than 
His Church and the holy angels. And as far as the unified regiment is 
concerned, Scripture clearly reveals that Christ rules the universe in the 
interest of the Kingdom of Grace or the Church. !° In other words, all 
things in heaven and on earth must serve the gathering and preservation of 
the Church. The kingdoms of this world are "a scaffolding for the building of 
the Church". Matt. 28:18-19: "All power is given unto Me in heaven and in 
earth. Go ye, therefore, (topevévtec obv) and teach all nations.” !°°! The 
dogmatists also correctly remind us that the kingdoms must not be separated, 
as if, for example, the use of divine omnipotence were excluded from the 
kingdom of grace and glory. Rather, both kingdoms presuppose the 
omnipotent King, who is essential according to his divine nature, and 
omnipotent according to his human nature. Scripture teaches very clearly 
that the gathering and preservation of the Church, like a work of divine 
grace, is also of divine omnipotence. In relation to the Church, divine 
omnipotence is active a. for the production and maintenance of the faith in 
the individual members of the Church. Eph. 1:19: " We believe according to 
the working of His mighty power"; | Petr. 1:5: “We are kept by the power of 
God through faith unto salvation"; the power of toyvpdtepos [“the 
Stronger”] must come over toyvpdc, [“the strong man’”’] if someone is to 
become a member of Christ's kingdom, Luke 11:21-22; b. for the protection 
of the church against the outside world. 


1080) Quenstedt: Regnum potentiae ad regnum gratiae est ordinatum |The 
kingdom of power is ordered to the kingdom of grace] (Systema IT, 383.) 

1081) Rom. 8:28: toic Gyam@ow tov Mov (these are the members of the church) 
TaVTA OvvEpyei sic aya8dv [“All things work together for good to them that love 
God,”]. That the world still exists only for the sake of the Church, says Christ Matt. 
24:14. The same is said with regard to all external orders 1 Cor. 15:24-25. (Cf. 
Luther, St. L. VIII, 1166 ff.) 
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Matt. 16:18: "The gates of hell shall not prevail against them." Cf. Luther’s: 
"A Mighty Fortress." 

The differences of the kingdoms. “ The differences of the kingdoms is 
also to be recorded on the basis of Scripture. So Christ very emphatically 
separates His kingdom of grace from the kingdoms of this world, when He 
says Joh. 18:36: “My kingdom is not of this world: if my kingdom were of 
this world, then would my servants fight, that I should not be delivered to the 
Jews: but now is my kingdom not from hence.” (évted8Ev == Ek TOV KOOLOV 
tovtov [from this world]). "The Church of Christ is in the world but not of 
the world", that is: although the Church has her outward abode in the 
kingdoms of this world (Joh. 17:11, 15; 1 Tim. 2:2 etc.), she does not have 
the nature of the kingdoms of this world !°8” and is not built and governed in 
the manner of these kingdoms. Christ obtains the kingdoms of this world 
through the order of the worldly authorities and everything that belongs to 
this realm (external righteousness, external power, including parental power, 
and in general the relationship of superiority and subordination in the social 
realm); but his Church he collects, maintains and governs through his Word 
and the sacraments. It is only through these means in which the Holy Spirit 
is active (means of grace) that he works and maintains faith in the Gospel in 
people. For this purpose he gives his gifts in the Church, and in particular he 
has also instituted the public preaching office. (This matter must again be 
treated under the “Doctrine of the Church”. !°89) All those who want to use 
other means of church building than Word and Sacrament are acting 


1082) Phrasis "ex mundo" notat id, quod est mundanae indolis. (A. Osiander in 
Baier III, 129.) 

1083) The question of whether the establishment (and administration) of the 
preaching office should be counted as a prophetic or royal office should not be fussed 
over, as has already been noted above. The ministry of preaching belongs to both 
offices, because Christ teaches in the church through the same and eo ipso rules 
through the same. It is much more important to note that Christ is the only teacher 
and regent in his Church, because preachers are only considered as causa 
ministerialis, that is, they do not have their own word to preach, but only Christ's. 1 
Petr. 4:11: ei tic AaAst > AOyta Oeod [“If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles 
of God” ]. Matt. 28:20. The preachers should neither teach nor rule the church from 
their own head. Luther therefore urges all preachers to study the Scriptures diligently, 
especially the pastoral letters, "so that it will not be necessary to govern Christians 
out of their own human conceit". (Erl. 63, 148.) 
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contrary to Christ's command and find extraordinary fools, since they do not 
build the church with the means they have chosen themselves, but only 
destroy it. — But not only world empire and kingdom of grace are to be 
separated according to the Scriptures. Also the kingdom of grace, which in a 
number of scriptures is connected with the kingdom of glory to form a unity 
(Joh. 5:24; 3:36; Col. 3:3; Gal. 4:26; Matt. 4:17 etc.), is sharply separated 
from the kingdom of glory in another number of scriptures. So e.g., 1 Joh. 
3:2: ovam EMaVEPHYH TL EOOLEIa; Rom. 8:24-25: tT yap edad (with the 
tone on eAridt) Eomtinpev. The tremendous difference between the two 
kingdoms consists a. in the way of recognizing the divine things. In the 


kingdom of grace, all knowledge is mediated by word and faith (cognitio 
abstractiva), while in the kingdom of glory, seeing takes its place (cognitio 
intuitiva). 1 Cor. 13:12: "now we see through a glass, darkly (ev aiviypatt), 
but then face to face" (a1péammov mpoc mpdommov). Cf. v. 9-10. And it is of 
great practical importance to keep this difference strictly recorded. 


vast difference between the kingdom of grace and glory is b. the different 
external condition of the members of these kingdoms. In the kingdom of 
grace only humiliation, the cross and tribulation are to be expected; only in 
the kingdom of glory is lowliness transformed into glory, Acts 14:22: d10 
TOAAOV OAiwEewv Set NH Lac ElosABEw Etc THV Baotrsiav tov Seov. If anything, 
it is clearly testified to by Scripture. }° Anyone who in this relationship 
mixes the kingdom of glory and grace, perverts the hope of Christians and 
falls into chiliastic dreams. 

The royal office of Christ as an article of faith. “ The existence of the 
threefold kingdom of Christ is an article of faith and therefore, on the basis 
of the Holy Scriptures, to be constantly and diligently inculcated. As for the 
kingdom of power, 


1084) Phil. 3:20-21: nudv to moAitevpa Ev ovpavoic vad pyet KTA The rest 
(avEoic) comes vpiv tots HABopEevoig — Ev TH NEPA Ekeivn, 2 Thess. 1:5-10; Matt. 
5:10-12; Rom. 8:18 ff. 
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although its objects are visible, at least in part, we do not see Christ's 
dominion over them. Hebr. 2:8: " But now we see not yet all things put under 
him." Christ's mastery is hidden from the natural eye. On the contrary, it 
often has the prestige "as if not Christ but the devil were in the government”. 
1085) Tt is precisely for this reason that Scripture, with its powerful and 
detailed descriptions (angels and devils, the enemies of Christ, the 
unreasoning creature, etc.), inculcates the regnum potentiae Christi, so that 
we may believe it to our consolation. — As far as the kingdom of grace is 
concerned, it is true that the means by which Christ gathers and maintains 
this kingdom are audible and visible, namely the means of grace. But the 
kingdom itself is invisible; it is within the hearts of people who believe in 
Christ through the action of the Holy Spirit, Luke 17:20. 21: OvK epyetar 
Baotrsia tov teov peta TapatnpHoswMs — H Paotrsia tov tgeov Evtdc VUaV 
sottv; | Petr. 2,5: oikoc avevpaticdc. But the scripture testifies that on earth 
there will always be and remain a Christian church in spite of the opposition 
of the devil (Matt. 16:18), the false teachers (2 Tim. 2:17-19) and the world 
(Joh. 16:33), and on the basis of the scriptures we believe the existence of 
the Church. — As far as the kingdom of glory is concerned, the words "It 
doth not yet appear what we shall be", 1 Jn 3:2. The kingdom of glory is the 
object of hope (éAzic) of Christians, which they have to wait for with 
patience (61' vaopovyc), Rom 5:2; 8:24-25. According to Scripture, it is part 
of the right shape of Christian life here on earth that the eyes of Christians 
should be constantly focused on the kingdom of glory. Those who have 
become believers in Christ are characterized by Scripture as éexdeyOuEvot 
THV aroKdAvyt tov Kvpiov nuov Inoov Xpiotov at the end of the world, | 
Cor. 1:7-8. Therefore, as has already been pointed out above, a servant of the 
church must not merely mention the kingdom of glory at the end of public 
sermons in passing, but must deal with it in detail and make it clear to the 
reader, on the basis of the many scriptural passages that deal with eternal 
life, so that the Christian's daily life may be a life of Christian hope, for 
consolation in the tribulation and for the awakening and preservation of the 


heavenly sense. !°°° 


1085) Cf. Luther on Ps. 129 (Sz. L. IV, 2016). 
1086) This subheading includes scriptural passages such as Rom. 5:2-11; 8:17- 
39. 
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Fallacies. * I. All Nestorianizing false teachers attack Christ's royal 
office. These halve Christ as king by excluding his human nature from the 
omnipresent rule in the kingdom of power and grace. So the Roman 
Catholics, the Reformed and the Reformed sects. This is set forth in detail in 
the doctrine of the communication of attributes. II. The Modern kenoticists. 
These exclude Christ according to the divine nature from the royal office by 
making him in the state of humiliation also according to the divine nature 
without omnipotence, omnipresence and omniscience, and thus making him 
resign from the world government even during this time. According to the 
divine nature, the Son of God is said to have renounced the "divine way of 
being and working", although the Son of God clearly testifies to the contrary. 
This is explained in detail in the “Doctrine of the states of Christ’. III. The 
Subordinators. These make Christ subordinate to the Father according to the 
divine nature ("God in the second sense of the word"). It is connected with 
this that they teach that the Son of God relinquished His dominion in the 
kingdom of glory. The point to be made here is this: On the one hand 
Scripture attributes to Christ an eternal reign, Luke 1:33; Eph. 1:21. On the 
other hand it speaks of a handover of the kingdom to the Father on the Last 
Day, | Cor. 15:24. This handover of the kingdom is in substance the 
transformation of the temporal kingdom, in which Christ hiddenly reigned 
through word and external means, into the eternal kingdom, which is 
radiated by the revealed divine glory that is common to the three Persons. 
Therefore 1 Cor. 15:28 after the handing over of the kingdom does not say: 
"that the Father (6 zatip) may be all in all",!°8” but: "that God (6 $¢6c¢) may 
be all in all"!°8® TV. All those who in any 


1087) Thus Kahnis once reinterpreted the words in the interest of his Arianism. 
(Dogmatik 1 III, 208.) 

1088) It is not the "older ones" who have "inserted dogmatics" here, as Meyer 
thinks at this point, but the newer ones, including Meyer, insert their subordinationist 
dogmatics here. The subordinationist interpretation of the words tote Kat 6 vlog 
VIOTAYNOETAL TO VLOTAEOVTL AVTM TH TévtA_refutes itself, because the words deal 
with a subjugation that only occurs after the Last Day, whereas subordinationism is 
based on a previously existing relationship of essence. Regarding the 
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form of human rule in the church. The Church is a strict monarchy (Matt. 
23:8: "One is your Master, Christ; but you are all brothers"), in 


giving and returning of the kingdom, the Scriptures speak thus: Before the last day 
the Father gave névta to the Son (Matt. 11:27), and this so completely that the Father 
does not judge anyone (Joh. 5:22) and executes the judgment ev dvdpi through one 
man (Acts 17:31). On Judgment Day the Son again hands over tnv Baotrsiav te Seo 
kot matpt (1 Cor. 15:24). But how the handing over of the kingdom to the Son, which 
was allowed before the Last Day, leaves the trinitarian relationship completely intact 
with regard to the divine being and work (see: éy@ kai 6 Ilatip év éopev, Joh. 10:30; 
0 &v sig TOV KOATOV Tod Hatpoc, Joh. 1:18; eyo ev TP NaTpi Kai Kai TaTIp EV ELLOl, 
Joh. 14:11; & Gv éxsivoc [the Father] zou tadta Kai 6 Yidcg Gpoimes moret, Joh. 5:19), 
then of course also the return of the kingdom to the Father on Judgment Day has 
nothing to do with the trinitarian relationship. All those who deny the numerical unity 
of the divine being and work in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, which is so clearly 
testified to in Scripture, and who can speak of a change in the Trinitarian relationship 
through the incarnation of the Son, are so prejudiced by their unchristian "dogmatics" 
that they cannot interpret passages like 1 Cor 15:24-28, but only insert them. They 
have their place outside the Christian, even outside the natural concept of God, as has 
been repeatedly pointed out earlier. They are completely in the dark. In our place they 
overlook the fact that the apostle explicitly describes the handing over of the 
kingdom as a renunciation of all dominions, powers and forces (v. 24) and 
accordingly positively determines the new order of things to the effect that "God (6 
@e6c¢ is all in all" (v. 28). So we will probably have to leave it at Luther and 
Melanchthon's interpretation: Before the Last Day, Christ, to whom all things have 
been handed over, rules by divine power (Matt. 28:18 etc.), but invisibly, by means, 
through an apparatus of rule. After the Last Day, this apparatus of rule is abolished, 
and the clear Godhead directly penetrates everything. Melanchthon (quoted by 
Meyer): Deus .. . immediate se ostendens, vivificans et effundens in beatos suam 
mirandam lucem, sapientiam, iustitiam et laetitiam. [“Immediately [without means] 
God shows Himself and vivifies and fills the blessed with His wonderful light, 
wisdom, righteousness, and joy”] (Luther's detailed explanation of 1 Cor. 15:24 ff. St. 
L. VU, 1166 ff.) Meyer himself also finally says the right thing in the words: "that 
God may be the only and immediate all-determining principle in all members of the 
kingdom hitherto ruled by Christ". What keeps the subordinators from a factually 
correct understanding of the passage is the fact that they a priori do not consider the 
Son of God to be the one true God, but one subordinate, etepoc Sedc. 

As for the Son's being subject after the Last Day, it does not refer to the Son in his 
Trinitarian relationship, according to which he is one with the Father, the Father in 
him and he in the Father, in the Father's bosom and working in numerical unity with 
the Father, but to the Son insofar as he forms a unity with the Church, which, 
however, remains under God even after the Last Day. 
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who wants to rule Christ alone through his word. The preaching office 
founded by Christ has only the power of the Word of God, that is, it can only 
command what is commanded in the Word of God. The things that are not 
commanded in God's Word (adiaphora) are ordered by the Christians 
themselves through mutual agreement. The most horrible intervention in 
Christ's royal office is in the Papacy (Antichrist kat! éGoynv, 2 Thess. 2:4). 
But against Christ's sole rule in the church are also a. all false teachers 
insofar as they seek to bring their own word to bear in the church (therefore 
called avtiyptatotantichrists, 1 John 2:18); b. all Protestant church 
fellowships with Romanizing tendencies, insofar as they want to subject the 
consciences of Christians to a church government beyond God's word, de 
jure or de facto. So not only Reformed sects, but See can RAADEEE 

and the state churchmen. !%°°) V. All those who mix worldly realm 
and kingdom of grace, or church and state. This includes: a. Those who 
make the Church a world empire by building the Church, instead of through 
the Word of God, with all earthly means belonging to the rich of this world 
(external violence, natural morality, culture, etc.), thus eo ipso depriving the 
Church of her peculiar character; b. who seek to turn the state into a spiritual 
kingdom by governing the state according to "Christian principles" etc. 
instead of reason with God's word; c. the old and new false teachers, who 
dream of an effect of grace of the Holy Spirit 


A more precise idea of this (namely of the unum corpus mysticum of Christ and of the 
Church before and after the Last Day) is denied us in this life, because the closer 
revelation of Scripture is missing. Gerhard correctly understands (after examining a 
number of interpretations) the subjection de subiectione corporis mystici [on the 
subjection of the mystical body]. Gerhard's reasoning testifies to close observation of 
the use of Scripture: Scriptura enim duplex corpus Christo tribuit, personale, quod in 
Aoyov vrdataatv assumsit, et spirituale sive mysticum, quod spiritus sui vinculo sibi 
copulavit, cuius corporis membra sunt . omnes vere credentes. De hoc mystico 
corpore apostolus proprie loquitur, quando Christum Patri suo in die novissimo 
subiiciendum asserit (De iud. extremo, § 112.) Because of the union of the Son with 
the Church in the one corpus mysticum, the Church is called 1 Cor. 12:13 precisely 
Christ Himself (6 Xptotdc), and of Christ it says in the same relation 1 Cor. 3:23: 
Christ is God, Xptotdc dé Osod. 

1089) Cf. the detailed presentation in my lecture "Church and Church 
Government", Delegate Synod 1896, Report,, [EN] p. 33 ff. 


471 > The royal office of Christ. [English edition ~ 392-393] 


outside the means of grace, who let the heathen become saved without the 
gospel, etc., and thus mix nature and grace, kingdom of power and kingdom 
of grace. So of the moderns also Hofmann. !°°) VI. The chiliasts. The 
millennial kingdom of the chiliasts belongs neither to the kingdom of grace 
nor to the kingdom of honor, but is a caricature of both; it belongs to the 
kingdom of fantasy. It inverts the hope of Christians by directing it towards a 
dreamed glory here on earth instead of the eternal glory in heaven (1 Cor. 
1:7; Phil. 3:20-21; Joh. 17:24 etc.). Further details in the “Doctrine of the 
Church” VII. All modern fighters of satisfactio vicaria are eo ipso fighters of 
the Kingdom of Christ, because the Church of Christ on earth is the 
community of those who believe the Gospel, which is the message of 
salvation (&n0AbTpwatc, ransom) that has come through Christ. According to 
the fighters of vicarious satisfaction, Christ does not gather and maintain his 
kingdom through the Gospel and by generating and maintaining faith 
mediated by the Gospel and in the Gospel, but by stimulating a "religious- 
moral transformation of humanity". Those furthest to the left define Christ's 
kingdom purely pagan as the union of people under pure laws of virtue, 
which are presented as God's commandments, such as Kant. (Luthardt 
Dogmatik, p. 271.) Likewise Ritschl and Adolf Harnack. According to 
Ritschl, the Kingdom of God is "the community of moral action from the 
motive of love". (Rechtfertigung, und VersGhnung III, 274.) According to 
Adolf Harnack "not the Son, but only the Father belongs in the Gospel", and 
the Gospel is "the instruction for the right way of life". (Wesen des 
Christentums, p. 91-92.) Thus all Unitarians who, in denying the divinity of 
Christ, deny all three kingdoms of Christ, even if they call their kingdom of 
the "right way of life" inspired by Christ regnum gratiae. '°° Kirn can be 
considered an average representative 


1090) Schriftbeweis 2, I, 570 f. Cf. the entire antithesis in Baier II, 201 f. 

1091) Thus Nitzsch-Stephan (loc. cit., p. 561): "At last Christ has proven 
himself as King by establishing his community and by issuing laws (to be 
permanently valid) for it. But only the interior of man is the immediate area of his 
tule. It did not begin only after his elevation above the earth; incidentally, it is 
essentially limited to the regnum gratiae. If, at the same time, the regnum potentiae 
(power over the world in the manner of the general divine government) 
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of "positive" modern theology when he speaks of reconciliation with 
reference to the historical gathering of the Church: "Reconciliation is 
historically complete if Christ's work makes possible and guarantees forever 
the pardon of sinners" (guarantee theory); "but it is at the same time a 
continuing process, if the once happened salvation foundation carries within 
itself the strength to transform the life of mankind into its Godly form. What 
thus unfolds in history is, for God's judgement, set in the salvation work 
accomplished, and this his effective power is_one of the reasons for its value 
before God". (Dogmatik, p. 118) This is factually exactly the Roman 
Catholic fides caritate sive operibus formata [faith formed by charity or by 
works” and in application to the Christian church on earth the complete 
destruction of it; for katnpyjOnte &n6 Xpiatov, oitivEc év VOW dtka1ovoOE' 
TS yapitoc é€enéoate (Gal. 5:4). It goes without saying that there is no 
regnum gloriae after the regnum gratiae is revealed. 


Concluding remark. “ 

The whole teaching of Christ's work can be summarized in its main 
points in this way: Christ in his prophetic office is the only teacher of 
mankind to salvation. All teaching that is proclaimed in and by the Church 
and yet is not the word of Christ is pseudo-prophecy. Christ in his high 
priestly office is the only reconciler of mankind, who, through his vicarious 
satisfaction, has reconciled all people completely with God. All 
reconciliation that people still want to bring about with their own work is 
pseudo-reconciliation. Christ in his royal office, like the Lord of the whole 
world, is especially the head of his church, which he rules as sole ruler 
through his word. All government of the Church that is not done with 
Christ's word, but binds the consciences of Christians to the word of man, is 
pseudo-government. 


should be ascribed to the Logos, this would be an expression of a knowledge without 
Christian-religious meaning. In any case, the incarnate has not claimed it. Only by his 
commandment to draw the world into the realm of salvation did he indirectly want to 
exercise power over the world. The doctrine of regnum gloriae must also be 
eliminated. Potentia and gloria find only attributes of the regnum gratiae." 
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The Appropriation of Salvation. * 
Summary presentation. 

It is of little consequence whether one calls the way in which the person 
participates in the salvation acquired by Christ "appropriation of salvation" 
(applicatio salutis a Christo acquisitae), "way of salvation" (via salutis, 
ratio consequendi salutem), "appropriating grace of the Holy Spirit" (gratia 
Spiritus Sancti applicatrix), “order of salvation" (ordo salutis) or whatever 
else. All these expressions have been and are used in the right or wrong 
sense according to the point of view of those who use them. It all comes 
down to the fact that the thing in question is taken from Scripture and is not 
constructed according to human opinion. Above all, it is necessary to 
establish what, according to Scripture, constitutes the "salvation" that has 
come about through the vicarious satisfaction of Christ. Just as the 
"calamity" of mankind consists in the fact that they are "children of wrath" 
because of their sins through God's demanding and punishing justice, so the 
"salvation" or salvation of men consists in the fact that through Christ's 
vicarious satisfaction full and complete grace, that is, forgiveness of sins, is 
available for them. And the appropriation of salvation now takes place in 
such a way that the forgiveness of sins present in God's heart is offered by 
God to men through the Gospel and received by man through faith. The 
knowledge of salvation, yv@otc owtnpiac, on the part of man consists in the 
knowledge of the forgiveness of sins. !”) In the presentation of the 
"appropriation of salvation" Mes now depends on the fact that faith alone 
(sola fides) is held on as the means of appropriation of the forgiveness of 
sins. Neither what precedes faith in man (repentance, contritio), nor what 
follows faith (unio mystica, sanctification and good works, etc.), may be 
coordinated with or connected to faith as an appropriation means of the 
forgiveness of sins. If this happens, the whole Christian order of salvation is 
perverted and transformed into an order of disaster. The Formula of Concord 
(p. 618, 38 [Zrigl. 929, Sol. Decl., HI, 38]) rightly reminds us that it is 
necessary to "be driven" “that this remain the office and property of faith 
alone, that it alone and 


1092) Luke 1:77: d0bva1 yvoow ca@tnpias TO Aaw adtOd (scil., Tod Kupiov) év 
AMEE! ALAPTLIOV ODTOV. 
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nothing else whatever, is the means or instrument by and through which 
God’s grace and the merit of Christ in the promise of the Gospel are 
received, apprehended, accepted, applied to us, and appropriated; and that 
from this office and property of such application or appropriation love and 
all other virtues or works are excluded". This exclusion of the "renewal, 
sanctification, virtue or good work" from the "application or appropriation" 
of the forgiveness of sins belongs to the ordo, inter fidem et bona opera, 
inter iustificationem et renovationem seu sanctificationem conservandus est 
[“between faith and good works [that] must abide and be maintained, and 
likewise between justification and renewal, or sanctification’’] (p. 619, 40 
[Trigl. 929, 40]). The Formula of Concord sets out the ordo positively as 
follows: "First faith is kindled in us in conversion by the Holy Ghost from 
the hearing of the Gospel. This lays hold of God’s grace in Christ, by which 
the person is justified. Then, when the person is justified (iam est iustificato) , 
he is also renewed and sanctified by the Holy Ghost, from which renewal 
and sanctification the fruits of good works then follow" (619, 41 [929, 41]). 
This leads us to the presentation of the appropriation of salvation in its 
individual parts. We offer this presentation first in an overview. Experience 
has taught us that this modus docendi is advantageous. The doctrine of 
salvation-appropriation, as long as it is not constructed but taken from the 
Scriptures, has a firm, inner—we would like to say mathematically exact— 
connection. !°89) But this connection is easily pushed into the background if 
the individual parts are immediately dealt with to the extent that has 
unfortunately become necessary due to the occurrence of the multiform 
error. To the "overview" we also add a limited number of ecclesiastical 
testimonies and terms. 
It must be based on the objective reconciliation or justification of the 
whole world of sinners. 


This reconciliation, as we saw, does not consist in a 


change of mind 


1093) Karl Hase (Hutt. redivivus 6, p. 273 [7'" ed. 273) has pointed out this 
connection, even if it is undermined in the representation of the same impropriety. 
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on the part of God '°” in such a way that God, with Himself, "before His 
divine forum," substituted forgiveness of men’s sins for wrath over their sin, 
Lu) Aoy1COpLEvos ADTOIS TA TAPAATHLATA ADTAV, SU’ EVOSG SUCOLDLATOG Eic 
navtas dvOpamovs sic SuKaiwow Cojo!) Reconciliation is also, as has also 
been pointed out, a complete—extensively and intensively perfect—one, 
because we have no right to restrict either the term KOop0c [world] (2 Cor. 
5:19) and zavtac avOpmmovc [all men] (Rom. 5:18) or the term ov 
oyiCOpEvos TA Tapantopata [“not imputing their trespasses”] and 
dikaiwoic [“Justification”’] (op. cit.). In these scriptural passages 


. This is the meaning of objective 
reconciliation as taught in 2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 5:18-19; 5:10; 4:25. 
God does not keep to himself the fact of the world's reconciliation with 
itself, but he makes it known to men. He does not do this directly, through 
secret effects, dreams, apparitions, etc., but through his Word of 


reconciliation or through the Gospel. The report of the fact of reconciliation 
(2 Cor. 5:19) is immediately followed by the indication of the mode of 
proclamation in the words: kai 0épEvoc Ev NIV TOV AOYoV Tig KATAAAaYTIC 
[and hath committed unto us the word of reconciliation”] and the Church 
has the command: " O Zion, that bringest good tidings, get thee up into the 
high mountain; O Jerusalem, that bringest good tidings, lift up thy voice with 
strength!" «pvéate 10 sdvayyéAov méon TH Ktice. !°” The Gospel is 
therefore also more closely characterized as 10 svayyéAtov Tis YAPItOSG TOD 
sod, tod evayysediov Tic siping, and its preachers are called ot 
evayyeaiGouevot eipyvnv. !°®) Then it should be added here immediately 


1094) That the Scriptures demand that we deal with this "anthropopathy" has 
already been explained p. 438 f. Cf. also the detailed explanation of the voluntas 
antecedens and consequens p. 38 ff. 

1095) 2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 5:18. 

1096) This weakening of "the historical work of Christ" runs through the whole 
presentation of the modern "positive" theologians. 

1097) Isaiah 40:9; Mark. 16:15; Matt. 24:14; Isaiah 49:6 etc. 

1098) Acts 20:24; Eph. 6:15; Rom. 10:15. Xdpic, of course, denotes the gracious 
disposition of God for Christ's sake, favorem Dei, the forgiveness 
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that baptism and the Lord's Supper also belong to the gospel, namely, they 
are media of the presentation of the forgiveness of sins or justification 
available through Christ's atoning work. The baptism happens sic Geo Tov 
Gpaptidv [“the remission of sins”] (Acts 2:38), and also in the Lord's Supper 
Christ gives His body and blood as given (6166pEvov) and shed 
(EKYVVVOLEVOV) Eig AMEoL GpapTIdAv (Luke 22:19-20; Matt. 26:26-28). 
Apology: Idem effectus est verbi et ritus (namely the sacraments) — Certo 
enim debent statuere corda, cum baptizamur, cum vescimur corpore Domini, 
quod vere ignoscat nobis Deus propter Christum [The effect of the Word 
and of the rite [Sacrament] is the same’’]. !°?) All other effects that are still 
attributed to the sacraments are theirs, because they are media of the 
forgiveness of sins, as will be shown later, in contrast to errors. It must also 
be remembered here that the Gospel, in every form of testimony, as spoken, 
read, pondered in the heart, etc.,!! is a medium of forgiveness or 
justification of sins. Wherever and however the Word of reconciliation 
comes to people, God's forgiveness or justification of sins comes to people. 
In this sense we call the Word of the Gospel and the sacraments means of 
grace, media communicationis remissionis peccatorum sive iustificationis ex 
parte Dei. Just as the reconciliation that has taken place is an objective one, 
independent of human sentiments, so the means of grace have an objective 
validity independent of human sentiments and moods. !!°) 

But as certain as it is that the means of grace have absolutely objective 
validity, independent of the subjective state of man, that is, they offer 
without distinction to all men to whom they come the non-attribution of sins 
or justification (media gratiae sunt media oblativa sive dativa ex parte Dei), 
it is also certain that God wants the forgiveness 


of sins, justification, absolution. Likewise, the proclaimed eipyvy refers to the 
objective peace that God has made with the world through Christianity and proclaims 
to the world as a fait accompli through the Gospel. 

1099) p. 202, 5 [Trigl. 309, Art. X I [VII], 5]; p. 202, 4 [ibid., par. 4]; — p. 
173, 42 [Trigl. 261, Art. X IL [V], 42]: Sacramenta sunt signa Novi Testamenti, hoc 
est, signa remissionis peccatorum. [“For these [Sacraments] are signs of the New 
Testament, i. e., signs of the remission of sins’’] 

1100) Joh. 5:38-39, 46-47 etc. 

1101) Luther: "A king gives you a castle; if you do not accept it, then the king 
has not lied or been absent, but you have deceived yourself, and it is your fault; the 
king has certainly given it. (St. L. XIX, 946 f.) 
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of sins offered to be believed by man and thus appropriated by faith. 
Nowhere does Scripture give the thought, which has pleased some in old and 
new times, that people could have forgiveness of their sins and become 
saved even without faith in the gospel, on the basis of the general world 
reconciliation. On the contrary, Scripture immediately adds to the words 
"Preach the gospel to all creatures": “He who believes and is baptized shall 
be saved, but he who does not believe shall be condemned”. So the sentence 
is scripturally correct: Fides ex parte hominis ad salutem consequendam 
necessaria est. [Faith on the part of man is necessary to attain salvation.] 

Thus, with regard to the appropriation of salvation, everything comes 
from the fact that faith in the gospel is born in man. Scripture answers the 
question where this faith comes from: Faith is neither wholly nor partly a 
product of man, because every natural man is not only completely 
uncomprehending of the gospel (od abt@ éotiv) but also hostile to it (u@pia 
att éottv), | Cor. 2:14. In any case, faith is a completely divine effect: " 
We believe according to the effect of its mighty strength (kata mv evépyetav 
TOV KpGitOvS TIS 1Gxbos avtod),!!) and that is divine effect through the 
gospel itself.. The gospel, "the word, of faith" (to pha tio aicotews, Rom. 
10:8), is a word that gives itself faith or recognition: 1) miotic &§ axons, Rom. 
10:17. And Christ testifies in the high priestly prayer that all members of the 
church will believe in him until the last day through the apostles' word (514 
Tov AOyou avtov) (Jn. 17:20). But Scripture gives us even more detailed 
information about this wonderful quality of the Word, that it gives itself 
recognition. It is true that the sermon of a crucified Savior to the Jews 
okévdoaAov and the Greeks papia 


1102) 


1102) Luther (Sz. L. XI, 980): "Of course, there is no doubt or lack of these 
words: "He who believes will be saved," etc., that hell is already shut up, heaven is 
open, eternal life and joy are there; but there is still something missing in the first 
part, that you are not the man who is called qui credit, a believer, or at any rate, you 
are still weak in faith. A. C. XII [Trig]. 49, XII, 1]: Itaque utendum est sacramentis 
ita, ut fides accedat, quae credat promissionibus, quae per sacramenta exhibentur et 
ostenduntur. [“Wherefore we must so use the Sacraments that faith be added to 
believe the promises which are offered and set forth through the Sacraments.”] 

1103) Luther: "If God creates faith in man, it is ever such a great work as when 
he created heaven and earth again.” (To 1| Pet. 1:5. St. L. IX, 972) 
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(1 Cor. 1:23). But the Holy Spirit is active in this sermon. Christ keeps his 
promise that the Holy Spirit sent by him will_transfigure him - Christ (eye 
d0€é0¢1). So, as we know from Paul's account, the matter practically arose in 
Corinth. When the apostle preached in Corinth, without the expense of 
rhetoric (ov Kad prepoynv Adyov) and scientific proof (ovK év tEvGois 
av8parivys cogias Adyotc) Jesus Christ, the crucified Tyoovv Xpiotov Kat 
TOVTOV EOTAVPMLEVOV), Such preaching "in the shedding of the Spirit and 
power" (ev anodsitet zvebpatos Kat SvvdpEew@c) | h*4 the intended result 
that the faith of the Corinthians was not based on human wisdom but on the 
power of God. The situation is therefore this: By offering the grace or the 
forgiveness of sins through the gospel, God also works through the same 
gospel in the hearts of men for faith in the gospel. The means of grace are 
not only instrumenta oblativa sive dativa, but also instrumenta operativa 
sive effectiva. As media dativa ex parte Dei gignunt fidem sive medium 
AntvtiuK6v ex parte hominis. |!) The question so often raised, how to preach 
so that faith comes into being, 


1104) Correctly Meyer: "Paul means the Holy Spirit (v. 10 ff.) and the "God 
power (v. 5; 2 Cor. 4:7; 1 Thess. 1:5) communicating in it" (better: effective), which 
through his lectures had an effect on the minds, leading them from their truth - the 
testimonium Spiritus Sancti internum. The inner witness of the Holy Spirit is present 
through the action of faith. 

1105) A. C. V: Per verbum et sacramenta tanquam per instrumenta donatur 
Spiritus Sanctus, qui fidem efficit, ubi et quando est visum Deo, in iis, qui audiunt 
evangelium. ... Damnant [ecclesiae apud nos] Anabaptistas et alios, qui sentiunt, 
Spiritum Sanctum contingere sine verbo externo hominibus per ipsorum 
praeparationes et opera. [Google] By the way: The many offensive ubi et quando est 
visum Deo [““When and where it pleases God,”’] merely reproduces the phrases xatd 
Tv Eevdokiav tov OeAnuatoc [“According to the good pleasure of His will] (Eph. 
1:5), vaep tI¢ Evdokiac (tov Geov), Phil. 2:13 etc. and says that faith is not in the 
hands of man (not even of the revivalist preacher), but only in God's hands. (§ 6. 714, 
45 ff. [Trigl. 1079, F. C., Sol. Decl., XI, 45]) This sense also emerges from the 
attached Damnant, about the double function of the means of grace, that they offer 
the forgiveness of sins and thereby work faith, it says in the Apology (173, 42 [Trigl. 
263, Art. XII [V], 42]): Sacramenta sunt signa novi testamenti, hoc est, signa 
remissionis peccatorum. Offerunt igitur remissionem peccatorum, sicut clare 
testantur verba coenae Domini; "Hoc est corpus meum, quod pro vobis traditur. Hic 
est calix novi testamenti" etc. Ita fides concipitur et confirmatur per absolutionem, 
per auditum evangelii, per usum sacramentorum. (Google 
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is to be answered in this way: 


The process by which faith is born in the heart of man is also called 
conversion to God (conversio ad Deum) in Scripture. That the conversion of 
a person takes place through his faith in the Gospel is expressed in Acts 
11:21: moAdc TE apis 6 mioTEvous EéoTPEWeEV Emi TOV KUptov. The 
expression "convert to God" or "turning to God" is based on a figurative 
expression. Every natural man is inwardly fleeing from God because of his 
evil conscience. !!°) This flight is increased by the additional preaching of 
the law. But man ceases to flee and inwardly turns back to God as soon as he 
becomes a believer in the Adyoc Tg KaTAAAaYs [Word of reconciliation], in 
the gospel of the forgiveness of sins, through the action of the Holy Spirit, or 
the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ, that is, of the 
gracious God, shines forth in him (2 Cor. 4:6). When Scripture says that man 
is converted from his sins to keep the commandments of God (Ezek. 18:21; 1 
Kings 8:35), it describes the conversion according to the works, whereby the 
conversion of the heart must be revealed before men who cannot see into the 
heart. That the essence of conversion (forma conversionis) consists in the 
kindling of faith in Christ is still held by later dogmatists. '!°” So that the 
doctrine of the acquisition of salvation is not unnecessarily confused, it 
should be noted that enlightenment (i/luminatio), revival or vivification 
(vivificatio), and rebirth (regeneratio) are synonyms of conversion, that is, 
they coincide factually—not conceptually—with "conversion," because, like 
conversion, they consist in the kindling of 


1106) Of this aptly points out Ihmels (Zentralfragen, p. 130.) 

1107) Quenstedt IH, 706, Baier IJ, 177 — Quenstedt II, 699: Conversio ... notat 
conversionem ab infidelitate ad fidem. [Conversion ... marks the conversion from 
unbelief to faith. ] 
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faith in the Gospel,!!°®) as will be explained in more detail later. In most— 
not all—passages of Scripture, vocatio is also used as a synonym of 
conversion, namely in the sense of becoming a believer in grace. Similarly, 
the word repentance (poenitentia, uetévo1a) in some scriptural passages 
refers not only to the knowledge of sin, but at the same time also to faith in 
the forgiveness of sins. '!!® This too is to be explained in more detail later. 


"1D The reason for this is none 
other than that the forgiveness of sins, or justification, does not need to be 
acquired by man first, but is present in the heart of God through Christ's life 
and suffering, and is proclaimed by God in the Gospel to be believed by 
man. !!!?) Because justification is present and promised by God in the Word, 
faith is the only medium of justification on the part of man (ex parte 
hominis), that is, dev faith to the exclusion of the works of man. As the 
apostle summarizes the situation in the words Aoy1Cope80 yap ducatotobar 
niotet GvOp@nov ywpic Epywv vouov [“Therefore we conclude that a man is 
justified by faith, without the deeds of the Law’’], Rom. 3:28. One must first 
deny or forget that God has reconciled the world with himself through 
Christianity, and proclaims through the Gospel the reconciliation that has 
taken place or the non-attribution of sins to be believed, before one can even 
think that on the part of man even more than faith is needed for justification. 
Apology (123, 96 [Trig/. 179, Art. Ill, 96]): Iustificatio est res gratis 
promissa propter Christum, qua re sola fide semper coram Deo accipitur 
[“Justification is a thing freely promised for Christ's sake, which is always 
received before God by faith alone’’]. Furthermore: If justification on the part 
of man is accomplished 


1108) Acts 26:18; Eph. 5:8; Col. 2:12; 1 Joh. 5:1. 

1109) 1 Cor. 1:26; Rom. 8:30 etc. 1110) Luke 15:7. 

1111) Apol. (100, 76 [Trigl. 143, Art. 1V (ID), 76]): Consequi remissionem 
peccatorum est iustificari, iuxta illud (Ps. 32:1): Beati, quorum remissae sunt 
iniquitates. [“To attain the remission of sins is to be justified, according to Ps. 32:1: 
Blessed 77]is he whose transgression is forgiven.” 

1112) Apol., p. 144 [Zrigl. 213, Art. IIT]: “Faith, however, reconciles and 
justifies before God the moment we apprehend the promise by faith” 
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through faith (ziatet) with the exclusion of works (ywpic épyov vouov), that 
is, without any human righteousness of its own, three things are said at the 
same time, namely, that justification is not a physical but a forensic act, !!!) 
that faith does not justify as a virtue or work,!'''” and that faith is certain of 
its cause, that is, the forgiveness of sins or justification. ''!>) 

In addition, the following belongs to the general characterization of the 
Christian doctrine of justification: 1) In this doctrine the differentia specifica 
is formed, which distinguishes the Christian religion from all other religions. 
On the other hand, it is clear that by denying sola fide by stopping the works 
of the Law (that is, love,'!!® of the "ethical-religious" transformation of 
humanity) in order to achieve reconciliation with God, Christianity is denied 
in general, Gal. 5:4: " Christ is become of no effect unto you,!!!”) you who 
want to be justified by the Law, and have fallen from grace. Luther. 
therefore, in his well-known dictum, which horrified some, does not go 
beyond 


1113) Non est actus physicus vel medicinalis, iustitiam habitualem sive vitae 
infundens, sed actus iudicialis vel forensis, quo iniustus iustus pronunoiatur. [“It is 
not a physical or medicinal act, infusing habitual justice or life, but a judicial or 
forensic act by which the unjust is pronounced righteous.”] Apol, (131, 131 [Zrigl. 
919, Art. IT, 131]): lustificari significat hic non ex impio iustum effici, sed usu 
forensi iustum pronunciari. [To be justified does not mean that a righteous man is 
made out of a wicked man, but to be pronounced righteous in ae ease It is 
not necessary to prove the actus forensis by induction of all places where the word 
"justify" occurs in Scripture, but the actus forensis is established in Rom. 3:28 and is 
clearly taught in all places where the épya vopov [works of law]; that is, all one's own 
human righteousness, is excluded from justification, Ln exov ep Sukatoobvnv THY 
ex vopov [“Not having mine own righteousness, which is of the Law”] Phil. 3:9. 

1114) Because faith in justification is opposed to works: miatet ywpic Epyov 
vopov [“By faith, without the deeds of the Law.”] F. C.. (612, 13 [Trigl. 919, F. C., 
Sol. Decl., III, 13]) rightly says that “faith justifies, not for this cause and reason that 
it is so good a work and so fair a virtue, but because it lays hold of and accepts the 
merit of Christ in the promise of the holy Gospel”. 

1115) Faith, by which justification is carried out, is certa persuasio de 
remissione peccatorum [certain conviction of the remission of sins”], because it is 
the assent to the Gospel, worked by the Holy Spirit in the heart of man, which 
promises the forgiveness of sins. The inner testimony of the Holy Spirit (testimonium 
Spiritus Sancti internum) is not something apart from faith, but faith itself, 1 John 
5:9-10; Apol. 108, 113 (German text) [Zrigl. 155, Art. IV [II], 113]. 

1116) Love belongs in the sphere of the law; it is tAnotov vonov [“the fulfilling 
of the law”], Rom. 13:10. 

1117) katnpynOnte ano Xpiotod. [he was cursed by Christ] Meyer: "The 
imprint is to be triggered: katapyetoOa kor yopiCeaar ad tivoc [“is removed and 
separated from his”]." The point is: You who want to be justified by the law and 
Christ finds separated people. 
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Scripture when he says: “All people in the world who do not believe this 
justification” (the justification by faith without works) “are either Jews or 
Turks or Papists or heretics.” !'!!®) One therefore tries in vain to an 
understanding of the , as 
long as one has not conveyed an understanding of the Christian doctrine of 
justification, as our ancient theologians constantly insist, !!!° — 2. It 
because according to Scripture all other doctrines are in the relationship of 
antecedens or consequent to it. Thus the whole Christology (the doctrine of 
Christ's person and work) appears as a precondition for justification by faith 
without works, because the wonderful event of God's making his Son human 
in the fullness of time and putting him under the duty and curse of the law in 
place of man had the purpose of ransoming mankind from the law as a 
medium of justification (6E@yopaCetv). |!2” Also the doctrine of sin has 
justification sola fide as its purpose. The fact that God tells the bitter truth in 
Scripture to all people: "There is none righteous, no, not one" (Rom 3:10), 
and so closes the mouth of the whole world (v. 19), does not have as its final 
purpose the thorough general humiliation of human beings and the general 
closing of the mouth, but serves only as an introduction and transition to the 
dtkatoovbvy dé Oeod 516 Tictews Inood Xptiotod sic mévtac tovbs totevovtas 
[“‘the righteousness of God which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and 
upon all them that believe’’] (v. 22). Also the means of grace (the Gospel and 
the sacraments) are by divine order primo loco means of the forgiveness of 
sins through faith without the works of the law, so that all those who mix 
works into the appropriation of the forgiveness of sins do not let the means 
of grace come to their divine purpose. !!?! Thus, 


1118) Comm. in Gal. I, 20 sq. St. L. 1X, 24. 

1119) Chemnitz: Hic unicus locus praecipue discernit ecclesiam a reliquis 
omnibus gentibus et superstitionibus [This one place especially distinguishes the 
church from all other people and their superstitions”] (Loci, 1623, De iustif., p. 216.) 
Cf. also the pronunciation of [ d.], 
footnote 8. 

1120) Gal. 3:10-14; 4:5-6, and in addition 2:21: ObK G0EetH tiv yapw tod Oeod 
Ei YUP 514 VOLOD dtkaLoovvN Gpa Xpiotdc dwpedv aéVavev. [“I do not frustrate the 
grace of God, for if righteousness come by the Law, then Christ is dead in vain.”] 

1121) Luther repeatedly points out (for example, VIII, 627 ff.) that without the 
article on justification, the other articles are not valid either. It is believed in vain that 
there is a triune God, 
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the aforementioned doctrines characterize themselves as an antecedens of the 
doctrine of justification. And everything that takes place in a Christian and in 
a Christian in this world after justification, or is given to him by God, is 
presented by Scripture as a consequens of justification by faith without the 
law, as will be shown below in the individual passages. It is said that 
justification by faith is the culmination of this life here on earth, insofar as 
man in this life does not go beyond the forgiveness of sins,!!?”) and the 
forgiveness of sins is and remains the source and basis of all honors, goods 
and gifts that God bestows on a human being here on earth. Without a clear 
recognition of this fact a correct understanding of the "order of salvation" is 
not possible. Through the divine remission of guilt the relationship of a 
human being to God has become a completely ordered one, because the 
remission of guilt is not only a partial but a perfect one. !!”?) God is now for 
man @gdc brép Hudv [“God for us”], Rom. 8:31. But if God is for him, the 
gates of blessing in heaven open above him. The faith which has grasped the 
divine justification for Christ's sake is then also (post remissionem 
peccatorum acceptam) the great means of receiving of all other gifts and acts 
of grace of God. It says in relation to the believers 1 Cor. 3:21: "All things 
are yours", 2avta vudv sottv. Justification by faith establishes the wonderful 
sovereignty and glory of the Christian state. The contempt of the Christian 
state, which is practice under the Papacy and is also found under the 
decadent Protestantism, 


that Christ is true God and man, and that he died and rose again, if it does not also 
come to the belief that we have forgiveness of sins through Christ's substitutionary 
work alone. In fact, none of the articles mentioned is believed with faith worked by 
the Holy Spirit (fide divina), because only with faith in the forgiveness of sins for 
Christ's sake does the Holy Spirit enter into the heart. What is believed without faith 
in justification is believed only fide humana, notitia historica [human faith, historical 
information], with the head and mouth. 

1122) Contrast of perfectionism in the. Roman (consilia evangelica, opera 
supererogationis) and the sects (high life — Pearsall Smith). 

1123) Rom. 5:1 ff. “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God” 
lustificatio sive remissio peccatorum semper perfecta est, sanctificatio imperfecta, 
incrementum admittens. (“The justification or remission of sins is always perfect, 
sanctification imperfect, admitting of growth.” 
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is always based on the elimination or disregard of justification by faith 
without the law works. !!2# 

From the abundance of blessings or the all-possession of the righteous, 
the following details should be emphasized: 

1. the state of grace (status gratiae) or the state of peace (status pacis) 
The state of grace as a consequence of justification encompasses both the 
certainty of present grace (Rom. 5:1 ff: Aucawm@évtec obv ék Tistews 
siprvyv EXOLEV TPdc TOV Oedv — Ti Tpocay@ytV ECYNKALEV TH TiOTEL sic 
Ti Yap TabTHV év T EoTIKapEv) as well as the certainty of future salvation 
(kai kavyopsia ex’ edmioi Hs 566EN¢ tov Béov). This certainty (certitudo et 
gratiae praesentis et salutis aeternae) is not destroyed by the tribulations, 
but rather increased (kai kavyopEeba Ev taic OAiyeoty, v. 3), because faith 
holds fast to the objective reconciliation, namely to the love of God, which 
was manifested in the fact that Christ died for us while we were still sinners 
(v. 8), and we were already reconciled to God while we were still objects of 
divine wrath (eySpo1 dvtéEc, v. 10). When it says v. 5: "The love of God has 
been poured out (éxKéyvta1) into our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has 
been given to us", the Roman Catholics want to relate this to our love for 
God; but according to the context (v. 8: ovviotnot 6é TH Eavtod ayamnv sic 


NLA O OEdc) it refers to the love of God for us, which is ee and 


recognized in faith and thus fills our hearts. |!) 
ace ea (Luther) that good Papists and bad Protestants teach is the 


natural result of the fact that they base the attainment 


1124) According to dignity, those who are righteous by faith find them vioi 
sod, Gal. 3:26; oiksiot tod God, Eph. 2:19; Bacireiov iepatevpa, Bactreiav Kai 
ispsic, 1 Petr. 2:9; Rev. 5:10; according to knowledge and science they are said to be: 
EthovtiocOnte Ev adTH Ev Tavti AOy@ kai aon yv@ost [“In everything ye are 
enriched by Him, in all utterance and in all knowledge”, 1 Cor. 1:5; Nsic 68 vodv 
Xptotod éxyopev [‘we have the mind of Christ”], 1 Cor. 2:16; 6 dé avevpatiKdc 
avakpivel TA TAVTA AdTOG dé DT” ODSEVOG avaKpivetat [“We have the mind of 
Christ’”’], 1 Cor. 2:16; according to holiness they find them KAntoi dyto1 Rom. 1:7; 
e8voc tylov, | Petr. 2:9; after the privilege comes to their heart petd nappyoiac ta 
Spdv@ tys yapttoc, Hebr. 4:16; they have twenty-four hours of the day audience with 
God without any human mediators, and 6 edv aitopev, AouBdvopEv map’ avtov | Joh. 
3:22; according to the power, their faith is the victory, 1) vujoaca tov Kdopov, | Joh. 
5:4; in all tribulations brepviKOpev 41a Tod HyamHoavtos Hudc, Rom. 8:37. In short: 
méovtTa vudv éotw [“All things are yours”], 1 Cor. 3:21. And so that this description 
of the personal possessions of Christians is not mistaken for a hyperbole, it is 
repeated in the following verses after a detailed statement. 

1125) Quenstedt I, 770. Well also Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. Il, 148. 
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of grace and blessedness on human power and worthiness, that is, they 
relegate it to the realm of the law. Thus the Council of Trent canonizes the 
monstrum incertitudinis by explicitly making justification dependent on 
human strength and dignity. '!?© The Lutheran confession, on the other hand, 
teaches the certainty of grace and salvation on the grounds that we have a 
gracious God not by our strength and dignity, but "for Christ's sake". !!7” 
This doctrine of doubt is rightly called a monstrum, because it renders the 
purpose of the divine method of justification and the whole of Christianity 
void, Rom. 4:16: Ava todto ék ristemc iva Kata yapw Eic TO ivan PeBaiav 
Tv éxayyediov mavti TO onéppatt. |'78) As far as 


1126) Sessio VI, c. 9: Quilibet (pius), dum seipsum suamque propriam 
infirmitatem et indispositionem respicit, de sua gratia formidare et timere potest, cum 
nullus scire valeat certitudine fidei, cui non potest subesse falsum, se gratiam Dei 
esse consecutum. [“Even so each one ( pious person), when he regards himself and 
his own weakness and indisposition, may have fear and apprehension touching his 
own grace; seeing that no one can know with certainty of faith, beyond the possibility 
of error, that he has obtained the grace of God’’] 

1127) F. C., 528, 9 [Trigl. 793, F. C., Epit., Il, 9 (# 6)]: “We believe, teach, and 
confess also that notwithstanding the fact that many weaknesses and defects cling to 
the true believers and truly regenerate, even to the grave, still they must not on that 
account doubt either their righteousness which has been imputed to them by faith, or 
the salvation of their souls, but must regard it as certain that for Christ’s sake, 
according to the promise and (immovable) Word of the holy Gospel, they have a 
gracious God.” 

1128) Luther on Gal. 4:6: Si in papatu etiam omnia salva essent, tamen istud 
monstrum incertitudinis Superat omnia monstra. .. Agamus igitur Deo gratias, quod 
liberati sumus ab hoc monstro incertitudinis ac iam certo statuere possumus, 
Spiritum Sanctum clamare et inenarrabilem geihitum edere in cordibus nostris, 
hocque fundamentum est nostrum: Evangelium iubet intueri nos, non benefacta et 
perfectionem nostram, sed ipsum Deum promittentem, ipsum Christum mediatorem. . 
. . Hoc papa nescit, ideo impie nugatur cum suis furiis neminem scire, ne iustos 
quidem et sapientes, utrum digni sint amore etc. Imo si iusti et sapientes sunt, certo 
sciunt se diligi a Deo, vel iusti et sapientes non sunt [Google Translate] (Irmischer II, 
177 sq. St. L. IX, 508 f.) Luther (Wider Hans Wurst; St. L. XVI, 1340 f.): "The 
Papist theology teaches that one must doubt grace.... Where else the Papists would 
have won in all the plays, find them lost in this main part, since they teach that one 
must doubt God's grace where we are not worthy enough beforehand through our 
own satisfaction or merit and intercession of the saints. . .. But because they teach 
this play, that they stand on their works and doubts as they cannot help it, it is certain 
that they must be the Church of the Devil. For they find and can be no more than 
these two: one who by the grace of God forsakes himself, and the other who builds 
on our merit and work. The first is the way of the early Church and of all patriarchs, 
prophets and apostles, as the Scriptures testify; the other is the way of the Pope and 
his Church.” 
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the certainty of salvation is concerned, it cannot be separated from faith in 
Christ. Whoever believes in the Son, éyet Catv aiaviov, Joh. 3:36; Eig kpiotw 
obk Epyetat GAAG LETABEBYKEV Ex TOD Bavatonv sis TH Cory, Joh. 5:24 
Luther: "Where there is forgiveness of sins, there is also life and happiness. 
Because Christians easily forget this to their great detriment, especially in 
the tribulation, the apostle Rom 6:1-11 polemicizes with great earnestness 
against the separation of salvation from the present state of faith and grace: 
Christ died for us, since we were still sinners, so we will be saved through 
him much more (10AA@ ovv paAAov) from' the wrath (the wrath cat! &oxnv, 
the wrath of the Last Judgment is meant), now that we have been justified by 
his blood. More recent theologians see a factual contradiction between the 
certainty of salvation ascribed to faith on the one hand and the warnings of 
loss of salvation and the admonitions of spiritual warfare on the other (1 Cor 
9:24 ff.), for which "a balance cannot be found with Paul". !!°°) The 
"compensation" lies in the distinction between the Law and the Gospel, 
respectively in the distinction between the old and the new man in the 
Christian. The exhortations to fight and warnings against apostasy addressed 
to Christians are not directed against the certainty that the Christian has after 
the new man by faith in the divine promise of grace (1 Cor. 1:8; Rom. 8:38- 
39), but against the carnal security that still clings to the Christian after the 
old man. — With the state of grace, which includes the certainty of grace 
and salvation, coincides as a result of faith - although not conceptually - the 
state of being children of God (adoptio, vio8eoia, Gal. 4:5; Eph. 1:5) and the 
inheritance of God, Gal. 3:26: Ilavtec yap vioi Oeod éote 510 Tig MiotEws EV 
Xptotd Inood and Gal. 4:7: 1 dE vioc, Kat KANpOVdpLOs Geo’ 51a Xpiotov 
[“If a son, then an heir of God through Christ’’]. The " sonship with God" of 
which the old and new Unitarians speak, namely the sonship with God on the 
basis of the "morality" inspired by Christ without faith in the vicarious 
satisfaction of Christ, is a human imagination. Those who establish the 
filiation with their own morality base it on the law and are eo ipso servants 
of the law. Gal. 4:30: "Cast out the bondwoman 


1129) Cf. Holtzmann, op. cit., I, 151. 
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and her son, for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with the son of 
die free-woman” Without the image Gal. 5:4: "Christ is become of no effect 
unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the law; ye are fallen from 
grace." Apology (121, 75 [Zrigl. 175, Art. III, 75]): Fides filios Dei facit. 
[Faith makes children of God] 

2. The indwelling of the Holy Spirit and of the whole Holy Trinity (unio 
mystica) This mysterious (Eph. 5:32: 16 uvotnpiov tovto péya éotiv) 
connection of God with Christians is also clearly taught in Scripture as a 
consequence of justification by faith. Of the Holy Spirit it says Gal. 3:2: 16 
IIvedpa €rAaBete 7 && axons aiotews, of the Son of God Eph. 3:17: 
KQTOLKTOAL TOV XPLoTOV Si TiIc¢ Tid TEWS Ev Taic Kapdiatc DudV, and of the 
Son and Father Joh. 14:23: “We [the Son and the Father], will come unto 
him and make Our abode with him” kai povyv map! avt@ moujoonev. 
Therefore the Christians are called vadc tov vadc aytov IIvebpatoc and vac 
Oeov [the “temple of the Holy Ghost” and the “temple of God”], 1 Cor. 6:19; 
3:16; 2 Cor. 6:16. Scripture also emphasizes that this mysterious indwelling 
does not only refer to the soul but also to the body of Christians, 1 Cor. 6:15: 
TO OMLATA DUdV LEAN Xptotod. — In order not to have to return to the unio 
mystica later on, the following details should be mentioned here: a. The unio 
mystica is to be distinguished from the presence of God in all creatures, 
because it is a privilege of Christians in their distinction from the world (Jn 
14:23-24), and only comes into being when they believe in Christ, as the 
scriptural passages quoted show. All those who refuse to believe the gospel 
are the dwelling places and working places of the devil (Eph. 2:2). b. The 
unio mystica is not to be reduced to a mere effect of God or an indwelling of 
divine gifts; for the scripture passages refer to the indwelling of God himself 
(‘we' will come to him, etc.). | c. It is not pantheistic to overstretch to a 
transformation of the essence of Christians into the substance of God. Just as 
in the most intimate union of God and man, namely in the unio personalis in 
Christ, no transformation of natures takes place,'!*” so also by the unio 
mystica the difference between Creator and creature is not abolished. Differt 
templum Dei secundum substantiam ab ipso Deo inhabi- 


1130) F. C. 624, 65 [Trigl. 937, 65] thus rightly rejects "that not God but only 
the gifts of God dwell in the believers". 
1131) Cf. Konvent zu Schmalkalden gegen Schwenkfeld, p. 72 f. 
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tante [The temple of God differs in substance from the indwelling God 
himself.]. One can hardly speak of a specialis approximatio Dei secundum 
substantiam ad substantiam credentium, which was negotiated among 
Lutheran theologians,''*?» since God, according to His nature, fills heaven 
and earth equally in an unspatial, divine way, Jer. 23:23-24. d. The doctrine 
of unio mystica is neither dogmatically nor practically unimportant, as has 
recently been said again. It is used abundantly in Scripture both as a 
warning"!!?) and as a consolation !'*), — Once again it must be emphasized 
that the unio mystica is always to be taught only as a consequence of 
justification. Whoever makes it the basis of justification mixes sanctification 
with justification. This is consistently done by all the more recent ones who 
deny that the reconciliation of the world has come about through Christ's 
vicarious satisfaction, and therefore justification is not achieved by faith in 
Christ's vicarious work, but by ingraftment into Christ's Person, by the 
"ethical-religious transformation" of man, etc. 

3. The new life and its activity in sanctification and good works. The 
new spiritual life as a consequence and effect of faith in the reconciliation 
brought about by Christ once and for all and completely, Paul Eph. 2:20 
teaches by his own example: "What I now live in the flesh" (after having 
become a believer in Christ), "I live it in the faith of the Son of God, who 
loved me and gave himself for me. Here the causal relationship between 
faith in the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake and new life is clearly 
expressed. More recent theologians of critical direction, such as Kaftan, 
Pfleiderer, Holtzmann, see confusion in the apostle Paul also at this point. 
'135) They cannot find their way around the fact that Paul on the one hand lets 
justification be a pure actus forensis, through which a merely imputed 
righteousness (iustitia imputata) comes 


1132) Cf. Baier Il, 245 sqq. Quenstedt II, 900 sqq. 

1133) 1 Cor. 3:17: "If any man defile the temple of God, him shall God 
destroy"; 6:15: "Should I take the members of Christ and make them members of a 
fornicator? 2 Cor. 6:16-17. 

1134) Rom. 8:10 f.: Dwelling of Christ and the Holy Spirit, guarantee of the 
resurrection; Eph. 4:30: év @ (namely through the indwelling Holy Spirit of God) 
EogpayioOntE sic HuEpav AmoAvTPHoENs. [“Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God, in 
whom ye were sealed unto the day of redemption”’] 

1135) Holtzmann, Neut. Theol. Il, 149 ff. 
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about, and on the other hand the same justification is supposed to result in an 
"ethically real" righteousness of life (iustitia vitae or habitualis). They 
assume that the apostle had two streams of thoughts that did not fit together, 
the Roman and the Hellenic, got into one another and mixed up. Pfleiderer 
speaks of "two streams", "which in Paulinism unite in one bed, but without 
really coming together inwardly".!!°) Holtzmann also thinks: "In no case is 
it necessary to prove their original togetherness, as if one was thought with 
reference to the other. Here Holtzmann passes the same interpretation of a 
historical fact which he rightly rebukes the modern "positive" theologians 
when they want to deny the satisfactio vicaria to the Apostle Paul. That Paul 
thought the purely forensic iustitia fidei as the cause or source of Christian 
life in all his activities is stated as clearly as possible in the words just 
quoted: "What I now live in the flesh" (Paul's new life after his conversion), 
"T live it in the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself up 
for me". Meyer correctly notes that the "in faith" (ev niotet) teaches faith as 
the source of Christian life, and does not suggest the Roman fides formata. It 
is not Paul's Christian life that "forms" his faith, but his faith that has as its 
object Christ's love of reconciliation, especially Christ's devotion to the death 
of reconciliation, "forms" his Christian life. ''3”) — Regarding the causal 
nexus 


1136) With Holtzmann, II, 150. 

1137) Luther (St. L. IX, 232): “Before his conversion Paul spoke with the same 
voice and tongue, but the voice and tongue was blasphemous at that time, so it could 
speak nothing but blasphemies and abominations against Christ and his church. After 
his conversion, he had the same flesh, tongue and voice as before, and there was no 
change at all; but the voice and tongue did not speak blasphemies anymore, but 
spiritual words, namely thanksgiving and praise against God, which came from faith 
and the Holy Spirit. So then, I live in the flesh, but not from and according to the 
flesh, but in the faith of the Son of God. From this one can understand where this 
strange and spiritual life comes from, which the natural man does not hear. This life 
is in the heart through faith, where, after the flesh is killed, Christ reigns with his 
Holy Spirit, who now sees, hears, speaks, works, suffers and in short does everything 
in him, even though the flesh resists it.” Nor is there any objection to the fact that 
Scripture calls the Holy Spirit the causa efficiens or impellens of the new life and its 
individual activities. 
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between justification and the new life, the following is to be noted on the 
basis of Scripture: Sin does not kill as matter—it is not matter at all—but as 
guilt before God or as the cause of the divine death sentence that is passed 
on the transgressors of the divine law, Gen. 2:17. "The greatest of evils is 
guilt.” The cause especially of spiritual death or the death of the soul is the 
condemnation of the divine law, which all people feel in their conscience 
because of their sins, and which is not lifted but only intensified by the 
proclamation of the law. That is why the law says 2 Cor. 3:6: 10 ypdupa 
amoxtéwve, and Paul testifies about himself Rom. 7:9-10: éy@ 6 aé8avov 
10 kai evpéOy Lot fh EvTOAT 1 sic Conv att sic Oavatov. As soon as God 
now works faith in his judgment of justification, which he procured through 
Christ's work of reconciliation and proclaims in the Gospel, works in the 
human heart, and thus writes his divine judgment of justification into the 
heart in place of his divine condemnation judgment, man comes to life again 
before God. Therefore 2 Cor. 3:6 from the Gospel: t6 ypapia Cmonotet and 
Col. 2:12 from all Christians: ovvnyépOnte 610 tic miotEews Tis Evepysias 
tod Oeod. And just as the spiritual life comes into being in this way through 
faith in divine justification, so it will also be preserved in those who have 
already become Christians. Since Christians still sin a great deal every day, 
and these sins automatically register themselves as guilt in their consciences, 
the spiritual life of Christians too will only endure in such a way that the 
record of guilt in their consciences will be erased daily and continuously 
through faith in the reconciliation that has taken place through Christ. The 
Apology (Art. XII [V]) very clearly sets out the relationship between the 
forensic act of justification and the emergence and existence of the spiritual 
life: "Here [Col 2:14] also there are two parts, the handwriting and the 
blotting out of the handwriting. The handwriting, however, is conscience, 
convicting and condemning us. The Law, moreover, is the word which 
reproves and condemns sins. 


(Rom. 8:9. 13. 14). The indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the human heart is itself only 
a consequence of faith, which takes the forgiveness of sins (Gal. 3:2). 
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... Therefore the handwriting which condemns is contrition itself. To blot 
out the handwriting is to espouse this sentence. . . . But faith is the new 
sentence (sententia), which reverses the former sentence and gives peace and 
life to the heart.” “For the two chief works of God in men are these, to 
terrify, and to justify and quicken those who have been terrified. Into these 
two works all Scripture has been distributed.” “For as conscience cannot be 
pacified except by faith, therefore faith alone quickens.” !!°*) — What is true 
of the origin and maintenance of spiritual life in general, is now also true of 
all the individual activities of the spiritual life in the doing of good. All these 
activities are described in Scripture as consequens of faith in the forgiveness 
of sins for Christ's sake, for example: loving God and neighbor (1 Jn 4:19: 
"Let us love him, for he loved us first"; v. 11: "If God has loved us, we 
should also love one another"), to walk in love (Eph. 6:2: "Walk in love, just 
as Christ loved us and gave himself for us"), forgive your neighbor (Eph. 
4:32: "Forgive one another, just as God forgave you in Christ"), praise and 
thank God (Col. 1:12-14: “Giving thanks unto the Father... who... hath 
translated us into the kingdom of His dear Son, in whom we have 
redemption through His blood, even the forgiveness of sins,”), persevere in 
the tribulation and overcome it (Rom. 6:3-11; 8:37: “In all these things we 
are more than conquerors through Him that loved us”), crucify the flesh with 
his affections and lusts (Gal. 5:24: Oi tod Xpiotod, who belong to Christ, 
namely through faith, tiv oGpKa gotadpmoav). Whoever wants to ensure 
"morality" or sanctification and good works with the Tridentinum by mixing 
them into justification instead of letting them be merely the consequence of 
justification, thereby gives a striking proof that his thoughts are outside the 
Christian sphere. He thereby makes both justification and sanctification and 
good works impossible. He makes justification impossible because: & Eépyav 
voLODv od SucatMOroEtat Tica ops Evomtov Geo (Rom. 3:20). He makes 
sanctification and good works impossible because by rejecting justification 
sola fide man remains under the law, and by the law the reign of sin 


1138) Miller, 174, 48; 175, 53; 174, 47. [Trigl. 265, 48, 53; 264, 47] 


492 > Summary presentation. [English edition ~ 412-413] 


is not broken but only increased. !'°°) Rom. 7:5-6: "Since we were in the 
flesh" (that is, since we were under the Law, v. 6), "there were here sinful 
lusts, which were aroused by the Law, strong in indefinite members, to bear 
fruit to death. But now we have departed from the law and died to it, which 
held us captive, so that we serve in the new nature of the Spirit and not in the 
old nature of the letter. Because of the total failure of the law as the cause of 
sanctification and good works, God has substituted the old covenant of the 
law for the new covenant of the forgiveness of sins, that is, the forgiveness 
of sins by faith without the works of the law, as Jer. 31-34 so emphatically 
testifies. Lex praescribit, evangelium inscribit [The law prescribes, the 
gospel inscribes]. The law is powerless to fulfill itself, woSevet 516 THC 
oapKdc, Rom. 8:3. The gospel, on the other hand, does not only carry out 
itself (by creates faith in itself, Rom. 10:17), but also the law. Hence the 
apostle's question: Rom. 3:31: Nouov obv katapyodpev S14 Tic mistews; and 
the answer: LN) yévolto GAAG vOLov iotévopev. In this situation Paul denies 
the Galatians, who wanted to put the law into justification, spiritual 
understanding, Gal. 3:1-2: “O foolish (&vonto1) Galatians, who hath 
bewitched you, that ye should not obey the truth? Received ye the Spirit by 
the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith?” The same judgment applies 
to all modern theologians who want to understand the reconciling work of 
Christ and his appropriation by faith not "juridically" but "religious- 
ethically". As far as their teaching is taken into consideration, they make 
justification as well as sanctification and good works impossible [““We 
neither observe the Law nor can observe it before we have been reconciled to 
God, justified, and regenerated”]. Apol. 148, 247 [Zrigl. 221, Art. III, 247]: 
Nec legem prius facimus aut facere possumus, quam reconciliati Deo, 
iustificati et renati sumus; 110, 8: Non diligitur Deus, nisi postquam 
apprehendimus fide misericordiam. Ita demum fit obiectum amabile. [Trigl. 
157, Art. III, 8 

4. Membership in the Christian Church and the privileges associated 
with it. No relationship among people or with people (nationality, natural 
descent, external communion with members of the Church, etc.) makes a 
member of the Christian Church (Gal. 3:28: od évt Tovdaioc 


1139) Holtzmann (II, 158) says very well that according to Paul, the law 
"mobilizes the slumbering forces of sin and puts them into action". 
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obdé “EAAny kta, Joh. 8:30-45: of Abrahamic descent), but rather the entry 
into the Christian church happens in every case through faith in the Christ, 
"in whom we have redemption through his blood, namely the forgiveness of 
sins", Eph. 1:7. therefore it is called Acts 4:4: “Many of them which heard 
the word believed (€xiotevoav); and the number of the men" (of the Church 
at Jerusalem) "was about five thousand.” Acts 5:14: "They were added" 
(namely to the church) miotevovtec to Kvpio. Scripture also stresses the sola 
fide here. Whoever still wants to reconcile God through works is extra 
ecclesiam. Just as the assertion of works for justification removes the 
connection with Christ (KkatnpynOnte a0 Xptotod oitivec év VOLO 
duxa1odo8s, Gal. 5:4), so also the connection with the Christian church, Gal. 
4:30: “Cast out the bondwoman and her son!” One always becomes a 
member of the Christian Church only by "juridical" means, that is, by faith in 
the objective reconciliation, never by the "religious-moral" means of the 
newer theologians. Also the privileges of the members of the Church, that as 
members of the Church they have everything (1évta yop Dua EottV, | Cor. 
3:21), that they especially possess the means of grace, word and sacrament, 
and thus the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven without the mediation of 
human beings ("principaliter et immediate") and are not subject to any 
human being but only to Christ (Matt. 23:8), and also have to appoint and 
supervise the public preaching office: Scripture attributes all this to faith in 
Christ and thus to justification by faith without the works of the Law, Matt, 
16:16-19; 18:18. This must be explained in more detail in the face of the 
manifold errors in the Doctrine of the Church and the Preaching Office. 

5. Membership in the kingdom of glory. All people who entered the 
Christian Church on earth through faith in the Gospel and were preserved in 
this membership by faith through the power of God (1 Peter 1:5) will be 
transferred to the kingdom of eternal glory at the Last Day. Both the unity 
and the diversity of the two kingdoms have already been demonstrated in the 
royal office of Christ. In both kingdoms, the same human persons are to be 
found. But the manner of their communion with God is quite different. Here 
on earth, fellowship is mediated only through the 
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Gospel and faith. This is even the case with the unio mystica, as we saw. In 
the kingdom of glory, the Word ceases to be a means of presentation on the 
part of God and, accordingly, faith ceases to be a means of perception and 
reception on the part of man. In place of word and faith there is tpdo0@mav 
mpoc mpdcamov, 1 Cor. 13:12. God presents Himself in revealed glory, and 
the salvation of the saved accordingly consists in the seeing of God. ''4° The 
other side of eternal salvation, eternal damnation, consists in the eternal 
rejection of God's face, which rejection has its reason in the rejection of the 
Gospel. !!*) Between militant and triumphant lies death for the faithful who 
do not experience the Last Day. In order to reassure them about the fact of 
death, the Savior tells them that they will not perish in death. The believers 
in Him do not lose life, but gain it through death.'!*” As for the condition of 
the souls of the faithful between death and resurrection, Scripture gives us 
little information about this. The eyes of the faithful are directed in Scripture 
primarily to eternal life as it appears with the Last Day. !!**) But Scripture 
clearly reveals to us so much that the souls of the faithful between death and 
resurrection are not in purgatory, but in Paradise !!**) and with Christ !!*>- 
More can be said about death, resurrection, transformation, as well as about 
the faithful as objects and subjects of the Last Judgment in the individual 
presentation of the "last things". 


1140) 1 Joh. 3:2: ofSapev 6t1 Eav PavepMOT Sporor odtH EcdpEa St OYOuEIA 
avtov KaOdc éotw [“We know that when He shall appear, we shall be like Him, for 
we shall see Him as He is,”]. Beatitudo consistit in perfecta Dei visione et fruitione, 
with which, because man is created to God, freedom from all evil and being filled 
with unspeakable joy (1 Peter 1:8) is given. 

1141) Matt. 8:12: 01 6€ vioi tis BaotAsiac (the Jews who rejected the word of 
the Kingdom, the gospel), éxBANnOjoovtat Eig TO OKdTOG TO EETEpov. Damnatio 
consistit in aeterna separatione a visione Dei, whereby because man is created to 
God, a state of terrible torment (6 KAavOpLWdG Kai 6 Bpvypds THV OSdvT@v) is set. 

1142) Joh. 11:25: 6 motevov sic Eué Kav AM0NGVy Choeto, 

1143) 1 Cor. 1:7; Rom. 8:18 ff.; Phil. 3:20 f.; 2 Thess. 1:5 ff.; 1 Petr. 1:3 ff.; 1 
Joh. 3:2. 

1144) Luke 23:43: ofLepov pet’ ov son Ev To napadsiow. 

1145) Phil. 1:23: tiv émOvpiav éyov sic 16 avaddoa1 Kai obv Xpioté eivat. The 
statement obv Xptot@ civat is based on the state before the resurrection, because the 
world is thought to still exist. 
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In an overview of the doctrine of the appropriation of salvation, the doctrine 
of eternal election must not be missing. Eternal election would have nothing 
to do with the Christians’ appropriation of salvation, but would only have the 
meaning of a subsequent ratification, if the doctrine of the later Lutheran 
dogmatists of eternal election "in view of faith held to the end" (intuitu fidei 
finalis) was really scriptural. According to this theory, eternal election 
consists in the subsequent acceptance of those who, according to God's 
foreknowledge, have remained in faith until the end, that is, who have 
already happily, rebus bene gestis, completed the path of salvation. But this 
view of eternal election is based, as will be explained in more detail later, on 
an interpretation of npoywaokew [foreknew] (Rom 8:29) that is contrary to 
Scripture, in the sense of "foreknowledge" or "foresight". Scripture is quite 
different. Scripture teaches Christians that they must regard their temporal 
Christianity in its entirety and in its individual parts as a consequence and 
effect of their eternal election. !!*® This causal nexus between eternal 
election and the entire temporal Christianity is also taught in the Lutheran 
confession. !'4”) To the general characterization of the doctrine of the 
election by grace the following belongs: On the one hand, this doctrine is 
something very simple and self-evident to those who are within the order of 
salvation, that is, in faith in the Gospel (in Christianity, in justification); on 
the other hand, it leads to questions that cannot be answered even by 
Christians in this life. The self-evident thing is this: The self-evident thing is 
this: When Christians consider their state of grace, namely, that God has 
blessed them by grace for Christ's sake with all kinds of spiritual blessings, 
they find it self-- 


1146) Eph. 1:3 ff.: EdAoyntoc 6 Oedc — 6 EdAOYHoas Huds Ev TéoN Evroyia 
TMVEVLATUKT] EV TOIc ELOVPAVioIc Ev Xptotd 4 KaOmMc EEEréEato Hutic Ev adTH TPO 
KataBoArjs Koopov. In detail the Scripture mentions Rom. 8:30 of God as the 
temporal consequence of the eternal election diuxka1otv—doEaCew—2 Tim. 1:9 of God 
kKoAsiv—sdtkatotv—soEaCew, Acts 13:48 of the Christians motetew. 

1147) F. C.. 705, 8 [Zrigl. 1065, 8]: “The eternal election of God, however, not 
only foresees and foreknows the salvation of the elect, but is also, from the gracious 
will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, a cause (causa) which procures, works, 
helps, and promotes our salvation and what pertains thereto; and upon this [divine 
predestination] our salvation is so founded (fundata) that the gates of hell cannot 
prevail against it, Matt. 16:18, as is written John 10:28: ‘Neither shall any man pluck 
My sheep out of My hand’. And again, Acts 13:48: ‘And as many as were ordained to 
eternal life, believed’.” Also 708, 23; 713, 43-51 [Trig/. 1069, 23; 1077, 43-51]. 
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evident, and believe without further explanation on the divine proclamation 
that God has not only in time but already from eternity provided them with 
his grace in Christ. For this reason Paul does not wait until the Christian 
congregations grow older and more mature before proclaiming the doctrine 
of eternal election, but rather immediately proclaims their eternal election to 
those gathered together in the congregations, when they have become 
Christians: 2 Thessalonians 2:13-14: 

“God hath from the beginning (G’ apyijc) chosen you" (the Christians of 
Thessalonica) “to salvation through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of 
the truth: whereunto he called you by our gospel”; Eph. 1:3 ff: 

“God hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places 

in Christ, according as He hath chosen us in Him before the foundation 

of the world (xpoxataBoArs Koouov).”; 2 Tim. 1:9: "God has made us 
blessed and called us with a holy call" (that is: God has placed us in the 
Christian state) "not according to our works, but according to his own 
purpose and grace given to us in Christ Jesus before the time of the world" 
(po ypovev atwviov). That is why the designation "chosen one" is already 
in the addresses of the letters addressed to Christians (exAEKtoic 
mapemidnpotc, | Petr. 1:1), and Christians are simply called éxAsktovc BEedv 
(Matt. 24:31; Rom. 8:33 etc.). — In addition, however, a question arises in 
the doctrine of eternal election that cannot be answered in this life (in lumine 
gratiae, Luther). !'*®) The question arises when comparing or juxtaposing 
the chosen with the lost. This point is dealt with in Scripture primarily in 
Rom. 9-11. Since the grace of God is general in Christ, and men are in the 
same total ruin, the fact remains misunderstood that the Formula of Concord 
describes it with the words: "One is hardened, blinded, given over to a 
reprobate mind, while another, who is indeed in the same guilt,” (and in the 
same evil, § 54-60 [Zrig/. 1081, F. C., Sol. Decl., XI, 54—60]), "is converted 
again.” This fact must be written in a non liqueur, because Scripture teaches 
nothing more than that the saved sola gratia become saved and the lost sola 
culpa are lost, and furthermore it refers to God's "incomprehensible 
judgments", because there is no difference among men (Rom 11:35). 


1148) Luther on the three /umina: lumen naturae, gratiae, gloriae. Footnote 
141. 
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Those who want to be wise beyond divine revelation at this point receive 
their well-deserved punishment partly in the form of Calvinism, that is, 
through the anti-scriptural delusion that God's nearness in Christ does not 
extend to all people, partly in the form of synergism, that is, through the anti- 
scriptural opinion that Christians owe their conversion and salvation not to 
God's grace alone but also to their "right" (in comparison with others: more 
right) behavior. Hence the admonition of the Formula of Concord to 
carefully avoid all thoughts that go beyond the limits covered in Hos. 13:9 
[““O Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself; but in Me is thine help.”]. Further 
details, especially the difference between Luther and Calvin, have already 
been explained in the teaching on grace. !'4) A detailed presentation of the 
doctrine of the choice of grace in contrast to the multiform error will follow 
later. Here in the overview we should point out a double point: 1) In 
Scripture the doctrine of the choice of grace is not taught as a central article, 
but as an auxiliary article for the doctrine of grace. !!5° This is not only clear 
from the passages where the eternal election is taught as something self- 
evident, namely that the grace experienced in time is attributed to the grace 
given from eternity in Christ (Eph. 1:3 ff.; 2 Tim. 1:9-10; 2 Thess. 2:13-14), 
but this is also the intention of the three chapters (9-11) in the Epistle to the 
Romans. Here too the apostle brings the election of grace in contrast not to 
the gratia universalis,'!>" but to the liberum arbitrium, according to which 
the adoption as children of God is not to be based on grace but on the law, 
works and human merits. Because of the disregard of this point of view (and 
the point of view of the majestic omnipotence of God, chap. 11:36 "!!5- 
these three chapters of the Epistle to the Romans have been so grossly 
maltreated by most theologians. 


1149) Cf. the detailed explanation of the voluntas revelata and abscondita p. 52 
ff. 

1150) F. C. 713, 43 [Trig]. 1077, 43]: "She even confirms the article powerfully, 
that without all works and merit we become righteous and saved by grace alone for 
Christ's sake. 

1151) In these chapters, the apostle places the choice of grace so little in contrast 
to general grace that he also expressly teaches the latter (10, 21; 11:32), which 
prompted interpreters such as K6llner and Fritzsche to speak here of a self- 
contradiction of the apostle. (Cf. note 115.) 

1152) On the omnipotence of God, which belongs into the realm of the 
incomprehensible divine majesty, p. 44 ff. 
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(2) The challenges with regard to eternal election—and especially 
serious Christians have something to say about such challenges—come from 
a lack of understanding, which the Calvinists expressly teach, and which 
even serious Christians practice all too easily. (F. C. 706, 11 [Zrigl. 1067, 
11)) It is foolish to look at eternal election in the nude, when there is no such 
thing as an election that happened nude, that is, an election as if God had 
first carried out the eternal election absolutely and then, in order to carry it 
out, had sent Christ and given the gospel. As soon as one gets rid of this 
folly, and on the other hand holds on the basis of Scripture that the eternal 
election év Xpiato [“in Christ”] and ev Gytaop@ avEebLatOs Kai TiatEL 
GAnYeias [“through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth.’’] has 
taken place, then one is merely holding on to Christ or the Gospel when it 
comes to the question of one's own election, and so recognizes through faith 
in the Gospel of Christ his ‘eternal election’. "Accordingly" — says the 
Formula of Concord (717, 66 ff. [Zrig/. 1083, 66])— 

“This eternal election of God is to be considered in Christ, and not outside of 
or without Christ. For in Christ, the Apostle Paul testifies, Eph. 1:4 ff., He 
hath chosen us before the foundation of the world, as it is written: ‘He hath 
made us accepted in the Beloved.’ This election, however, is revealed from 
heaven, through the preaching of His Word, when the Father says, Matt. 
17:5: ‘This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye Him.’ . . 
. However, Christ as the only-begotten Son of God, who is in the bosom of 
the Father, has announced to us the will of the Father, and thus also our 
eternal election to eternal life, namely, when He says, Mark 1:15: ‘Repent 
ye, and believe the Gospel.’” Whoever believes the gospel, which also 
promises to be preserved in faith (1 Cor. 1:8), also believes his eternal 
election. No one, on the other hand, can believe his gracious election as long 
as he lives without repentance and faith in the Gospel, or even transfers the 
choice of grace to the territory of the law, thinking that conversion and 
salvation, and therefore also eternal election, depend not only on God's grace 
in Christ, but also on the correct behavior of man. For the latter, the election 
of grace, precisely because it is a election of grace, is a nuisance. But for 
those who have lost confidence in themselves as far as the attainment of 
happiness is concerned (Oida yap 6t1 obK Oikei Ev Eloi, Todt’ got év TH 
oapki Lov, &yabdv, Rom 7:18), it is comforting to know that their happiness 
is not based on their behavior, but on God's hand of grace. (F. C. . 714, 46. 


46 [Trigl. 1078, 46]) 
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The arrangement of the individual parts of the order of salvation. “ 
With regard to the arrangement of the individual doctrines to be dealt 

with in the acquisition of salvation, the oldest Lutheran teachers, and 
especially the Formula of Concord, are said to have done all sorts of evil 
things. Nitzsch-Stephan speaks of a "chaos" in the Formula of Concord and 
in the writings of the oldest Lutheran dogmatists. '!°? Only Hiilsemann, 
Calov and Quenstedt are said to have brought "some order" into this chaos. 
Gass finds in the "older writers" a "loose way of linking” the material 
belonging to the appropriation of salvation. An "exact description of the path 
of salvation" is said to have been far from the older writers. These and 
similar judgements are factually incorrect. As for the Formula of Concord, it 
would be unfair to expect a "dogmatic structure" of the doctrines in it. As a 
confessional writing, it had to set forth the doctrines that were challenged by 
erring teachers. Besides, the Formula of Concord, like the oldest theologians, 
shows the firm, inner connection of the doctrines that we are accustomed to 
assemble under the title "Salvation Order". The oldest theologians and the 
Formula of Concord are convinced of the fact of objective reconciliation, 
namely, that through Christ's substitutionary satisfaction for all men, grace or 
forgiveness of sins is fully present. Thus the Gospel is the divine message of 
this fact for them, and the faith brought about by the divine message is the 
means of accepting the fact, as it is expressed in the justification that takes 
place sola fide. Everything else that can be done in and on a Christian is the 
consequence of justification by faith. We would not know how a more solid 
inner order of the "ordo salutis" would be conceivable. We recall once again 
the "ordo", which the Formula of Concord insists on holding on to: 
“First faith is kindled in us in conversion by the Holy Ghost from the hearing 
of the Gospel. This lays hold of God's grace in Christ, by which the person is 
justified. Then, when the person is justified, he is also renewed and 
sanctified by the Holy Ghost, from which renewal and sanctification the 
fruits of good works then follow” (619:41 [Trigl. 929, F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 
41)). This is truly 


1153) Ev. Dogmatik, S. 671. 
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not "chaos", but clear, transparent "circumscription of the path of salvation". 
The Formula of Concord also expressly rejects the "loose connection" when 
it adds that it has ordered these individual ordine causarum et effectuum, 
antecedentium et consequentium, i.e. according to cause and effect, and "as 
one proceeds one from the other or succeeds". !!°4 The same ordo salutis is 
inculcated by Luther in both the Small and the Large Catechism in the 
Explanation of the Third Article, and elsewhere where he describes the 
doctrine of justification as the central doctrine to which all Christian 
teachings relate as antecedens and consequens. |'°°) Of course, among the 
oldest teachers, there are sometimes great differences in the external order of 
the teachings in the textbooks. For example, while in Luther's Small and 
Large Catechism, the Ten Commandments come first, Brenz begins his large 
catechism interpretation !'°® with the faith in Christ and with the doctrine of 
baptism. The interpretation of the Decalogue follows only after the 
interpretation of the Apostolic Symbol and the Lord’s Prayer. At that time, 
people were all the less concerned about the external order of the doctrines, 
since they were fully aware of the content and the inner coherence of these. 
But the situation is this: If someone really holds the satisfactio vicaria, the 
media gratiae and the sola fide, he holds the right inner context, even if it is 
outwardly somewhat awkward. Whoever, on the other hand, together with 
the modern theologians has abandoned the satisfactio vicaria as too 
"juridical" and "material", may externally arrange "the material belonging to 
the order of salvation" as he wants to, the individual parts 


1154) The Formula of Concord (pp. 707 f.) describes in even more detail the 
"modus" consequendae salutis in the article on the choice of grace, when it rejects the 
nude consideration of the choice of grace and shows that God leads the elect to 
salvation by the path of salvation determined by him. The presentation comprises the 
so-called "eight points": renee rte) the means of grace, the action of the 
Holy Spirit through the means of grace, justification by faith, sanctification, 
preservation in challenge and on the way of grace, glorification. According to this, 
the assertions must be qualified (e.g. Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 273) that the concepts of 
vocation, conversion etc. have only been brought under the concept of salutis 
consequendae modus since Calov and under the concept ordo salutis since the Pietist 
period. 

1155) St. L. VU, 627 ff; Ix. 24 ff. 

1156) Catechism pia et utili explicatione illustratus. The title is by the editor, 
Kaspar Grater, Franks. 1551, 
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put it here or there - the whole thing is chaos, a right 199) 377-[HEBREW: 
Genesis 1:2 — void, formless]. In the denial of vicarious satisfaction, all the 
terms that are brought under the order of salvation: means of grace, faith, 
justification, sanctification, etc., have lost their written meaning, as has 
already been demonstrated. !°”) 

We consider that the external arrangement which we have provided in 
our coherent presentation can pass as a proper one. But we do not argue with 
anyone about any other external arrangement as long as he keeps the inner 
context according to Scripture. '>®) — We would like to remind you here of 
a few more details. It has been discussed whether the doctrine of the means 
of grace should be placed before or after the doctrine of the Church. In both 
places there is a suitable place for the means of grace, because the Church is 
both the product of the means of grace and the fellowship of those who are 
commanded to use the means of grace. It has also been thought that the 
doctrine of the work of Christ, especially the doctrine of ‘objective 
reconciliation’, should be immediately followed by the doctrine of subjective 
reconciliation, that is, the doctrine of justification. This, however, provides 
an excellent context, insofar as 

. But in this arrangement, then, the doctrine 
of the means of grace is presupposed, because the faith that takes hold of the 
objective reconciliation is worked through the gospel and has the gospel as 
its object. So a reason can be given for dealing with the means of grace and 
the origin of faith (de conversione) before justification. But the origin of 
faith and justification must not be allowed to fall apart in time. In Scripture, 
too, means of grace and conversion are placed before justification,!” and it 
will not be claimed that Scripture allows justification to take a back seat. |! 
Thus, the 


1157) p. 414 f. 

1158) It is possible to preserve the inner coherence even with the strange 
analytical method followed more or less consistently by later Lutheran dogmatists. 

1159) Acts 26:17. 18; Rom. 8:30; Tit. 3:5-7. 

1160) This also against Dorner (Gesch. d. Prot. Theol., p. 579 ff.), in whose 
polemics against the later dogmatists, in so far as they deal with the regeneratio and 
conversio before the iustificatio, truth and fiction mix. 
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dogmatist can also act de conversione before de iustificatione, without 
justification taking a back seat. The precondition for this is, of course, that he 
keeps the Christian concepts of objective reconciliation and the Gospel and 
keeps away from synergism in the formation of faith. We would like to put 
in a good word here for the later dogmatists. Heinrich Schmid !!°” has to 
criticize later dogmatists, for example Quenstedt, for having torn the articles 
de iustificatione and de fide too far apart, because they act de fide iustificante 
only after de iustificatione and after the means of grace (as media dotiKé. ex 
parte Dei). In fact, however, Quenstedt is in fact already acting very 
emphatically in de iustificatione as well. ''®) Neither Quenstedt nor any 
other man can explain justification by faith without at the same time acting 
on the justifying faith. The fact that de fide iustificante is still presented as a 
special section, whether placed before or after justification, finds explanation 
and excuse in the fact that, with regard to the concept of justifying faith, a 
whole series of questions has been raised, the discussion of which occupies a 
wide area. A special treatment of the fides iustificans therefore has the 
advantage of relieving the locus de iustificatione. For this reason, we too 
allow the doctrine of justification to be preceded by a special presentation of 
both the faith and the origin of the faith. 


For the dogmatist there is only one way to preserve the 
scriptural coherence of Christian doctrine. The apostle Paul indicates it with 
the words od yap éxpwwve T1 sidévat Ev byiv si pw) Inootv Xptotov Kai tobtov 
éotavp@pévov [“I determined not to know anything among you save Jesus 
Christ and Him Crucified”’] (1 Cor. 2:2); and Luther describes this means in 


1161) Dogmatik d. ev.-luth. K., § 39, preliminary remark. [English] 
1162) De iustificatione, $eoic X (11, 742 sq.) and quaestio VI: An fides sit 
iustificationis nostrae causa organica seu instrumentalis? (II, 788 sq.) 
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words: In corde meo iste unus unus regnat articulus, scilicet fides Christi, ex 
quo, per quem et in quem omnes meae diu noctuque fluunt et refluunt 
theologicae cogitations [“In my heart there reigns, and shall ever reign, this 
one article, namely, faith in my dear Lord Christ, which is the sole 
beginning, middle, and end of all spiritual and godly thoughts which I may 
have at any time, day or night”]. !!° Whether the dogmatist, who by God's 
grace possesses in something this Ikavétm¢ €k tov Sov, precedes 
analytically the doctrine of eternal life or synthetically the Fall and the first 
promise in the "dogmatic construction" is relatively indifferent. 


Saving faith. * 
De fide salvifica. 

It should not be necessary to say anything more about the nature and 
concept of faith, insofar as it brings about the forgiveness of sins and . 
salvation, than has already been said in the summary above. If it is true that 
God has reconciled the world to himself through Christ, and if the Gospel is 
the message of this fact, then faith is not to be understood in any sense as a 
work of the law, as a virtue or moral act, whereby man has first made 
himself completely prepared for mercy from God, but faith is the opposite of 
every moral achievement, as Scripture, in its justification, expressly opposes 
ef Epy@v vopov (Rom 3:28, etc.). Faith on the part of man is the mere means 
of accepting the absolution pronounced in the Gospel. With this the question: 
Quid sit fides iustificans? [what is justifying faith?] or, to put it even more 
precisely: Quid sit fides, qua iustificat? [What is the faith that justifies?] is 
completely answered. But at this point error has now at all times begun, with 
great power and in manifold forms. One has changed the object and with it 
also the concept of justifying faith, and thus, under the name of faith in 
Christ, within the Christian Church, doctrines of faith have been presented 
that are actually completely outside Christian doctrine. It is unfortunately the 
case that within external Christianity with the words: "I believe in Christ" 
actually little is said, because with these words quite different concepts are 
connected. Some think that faith, in so far as it saves, has as its object not 
only the gospel, but the whole word of God, law and gospel, while others 
rightly teach and hold that the object of faith, in so far as it justifies, is only 
the gospel, and that the 


1163) Comment, in ep. ad Gal. Erl. I, 3. [St L. IX :9] 
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exercise of faith in the law belongs only to justification. Some describe faith 
as a mere knowledge of Christ, which even the godless, adulterers, thieves, 
etc., can have,'!® indeed, as a faith that a person can possess without 
knowing what he believes (fides carbonaria [faith of the charcoal burner]). 
Others teach that faith is the knowledge of Christ brought about by the Holy 
Spirit, or the trust in the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ, and that this 
faith is never found in secure hearts, but only in those that are frightened by 
their sins. Some call the faith by which the sinner confidently relates the 
forgiveness of sins to his person an impertinence (praesumtio). Others teach 
that it is God's will that the frightened sinner make the forgiveness offered in 
the Gospel his own, and that therefore the justifying faith is always personal 
faith or fides specialis. Some believe that justifying faith is faith in the Christ 
in us, faith in so far as it allows the effects of the Holy Spirit to take effect 
and be absorbed into man. Others teach that faith, in so far as it justifies, has 
as its object only the Christ outside us, the promise of the Gospel, and that, 
therefore, the justifying faith is always an act of seizure (fides actualis) and, 
in the will, is a will or desire for the forgiveness of sins (velle gratiam, velle 
accipere gratiam, desiderium gratiae). Some characterize justifying faith as 
a moral act, moral conduct, right conduct, self-determination, self-decision, 
etc. Others teach that faith, in so far as it justifies, is merely instrumental, 
without any good quality or virtuosity of its own, the very opposite of all that 
is the work of the law. This is related to the fact that some describe faith as 
the conscious acceptance of God's grace, while others teach that a person can 
have justifying faith without being aware that he believes. Some think that a 
person should only be able to refer to the promise of the forgiveness of sins 
when he has established that he is in faith. Others teach that faith, in so far as 
it justifies it, does not have itself as an object, but is directed directly towards 
Christ or the forgiveness of sins promised in the Gospel. The 


1164) Council of Trent., sess. VI, c. 15. 
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claim that justifying faith does not come from the word of the gospel alone 
and therefore has not only the word of the gospel as its object, but that faith 
arises primarily through "historical impressions" and has historical 
impressions and "facts of salvation" as its object apart from and beside God's 
word. Others teach that every faith except for and beside God's word and 
promise is rapture. So different is the way in which people in external 
Christendom speak and talk about faith in Christ. This explains why the 
ancient theologians inserted special sections de fide iustificante into their 
dogmatic writings. We too will explain the above-mentioned points in more 
detail in the face of the error. 


1. Saving faith has only the Gospel as its object. “ 

The object of faith, in so far as it brings into possession the forgiveness 
of sins, is only the Gospel, not also the Law or the whole of the Holy 
Scriptures. It explicitly states Gal. 3:12: 6 5& vOpLoc obK Eottv Ek Tiotews. Of 
course, faith that believes the gospel, that is, the forgiveness of sins, is also 
active in the law. Faith alone writes the law of God into the heart (Jer. 31:31 
ff.) and thus establishes it (Rom. 3:31). It is effective in love (61! ayaanc 
evepyovuévn Gal. 5:6), and love is the fulfillment of the law (Rom. 13:10). 
Faith is also active in the whole of Holy Scripture, accepting it as God's 
word on God's testimony (Jn 10:35) and using it diligently (Jn 5:39). But it is 
not through this activity in the law and in the whole of Scripture, but by 
excluding it, ywpic py@v vopov, that faith attains the forgiveness of sins and 
salvation. |!) 

Whoever extends the object of faith, in so far as it makes partakers of the 
forgiveness of sins, to make, with the Romans,!!® the Arminians !!°”) and 
Unitarians '!®* also the law or the whole word of God the 


1165) Rom. 3:28; 4:5; Gal. 2:16; Phil. 3:9. 

1166) Bellarmin, Libb. 1] de iustif., c. 4 (by Quenstedt II, 1362): Catholici tarn 
late patere volunt obiectum fidei iustificantis, quam late patet verbum Dei; uttb cap. 
8: Fidei iustificantis obiectum non est specialis Dei misericordia, sed omnia, quae 
Deus revelare dignatus est. (“Catholics want to make the object of justifying faith as 
wide open as the word of God is wide open; etc. chap. 8: The object of justifying 
faith is not God's special mercy, but all that God has deigned to reveal.” 

1167) See note 30. 

1168) Because the Unitarians deny Christ's divinity and the satisfaction vicaria, 
their justifying faith is obedience to Christ as the new legislator. Catechism. Racov., 
cap. IX, de fide, qu. 418 sq. 
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object of the fides iustificans qua iustificans, thereby transforms Christianity 
into pagan works doctrine. When Bellarmin praises it as an advantage of the 
Roman concept of fides iustificans that according to this concept tam late 
patere obiectum fidei iustificantis, quam late patet verbum Dei, and omnia, 
quae Deus revelare dignatus est, this "prince among the Roman theologians" 
thus reveals his complete lack of understanding with regard to Christian 
doctrine. At the same time it is obvious that with this extension of the object 
of faith there can never be a certainty of the forgiveness of sins. Even the 
most learned theologian will always have doubts as to whether he has really 
taken everything revealed in the Scriptures, including all historical events, 
into his own mind. Bellarmin's assertion serves the ieee eR Tay ae 
on which everything else in the Papal Church is also based. On the other 
hand, it should be noted that the fides iustificans and salvans can also be in 
those who do not know the Scriptures in all their parts, yes, even in those 
who err in certain parts of the revealed doctrine out of weakness, as Scripture 
abundantly testifies. '!°°) Orthodoxy and the state of faith do not coincide. Of 
course, there is no orthodoxy without saving faith; he who does not believe 
the Gospel does not believe any part of Christian doctrine with faith worked 
by the Holy Spirit. But there is saving faith without orthodoxy with regard to 
all parts of Christian doctrine. Luther, the Lutheran Confessions and the 
dogmatists,'!”° confess this truth, even though they do not grant anyone the 
power to dispense with the acceptance of even one piece of Christian 
doctrine. !'7 It goes without saying that all modern theologians who deny 
the satisfactio vicaria and who want to "deepen" the "concept of atonement" 
by including in it the "rebuilding of humanity" "guaranteed" or "guaranteed" 
by Christ, have no Gospel in the sense of Scripture as an object of faith. The 
Gospel is not for them the message of a world reconciliation that has taken 
place and that 


1169) Rom. 14:1 ff. 

1170) Luther, St. L. XVII, 2212; Preface to the Book of Concord, Miiller, p. 17 
[Trigl. 19]; Hiilsemann, Calv. Irreconciliabilis, p. 432 sqq. (with Baier I, 62). 

1171) This matter was discussed in detail under the section on fundamental 
articles. The same matter will be treated in the chapter “The Doctrine of the 
Church.”. 
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faith takes hold of, but the Gospel is for them the stimulus for the 
"transformation of mankind" that Christ supposedly only "guaranteed" or 
"vouchsafed", but which men must procure for themselves before they may 
consider themselves reconciled with God. Any denial of satisfactio vicaria 
annuls the Gospel and places it in Roman territory. 

The Roman Catholics, in order to eliminate the Gospel as an object of 
saving faith, have tried to press the Lutherans with the objection that the 
object of faith is named very differently in Scripture and therefore cannot be 
found only in the Gospel. Quenstedt deals with ''!”” the Jesuit Vasquez, who 
even asserted that therefore not only God's grace or God's mercy could be 
the object of the fides iustificans, because in the Scriptures this faith is also 
described as faith in Christ, the Son of God. Quenstedt answers that Vasquez 
and comrades either did not understand the Lutheran doctrine or were 
maliciously perverting it (cavillari). God's "grace" and "Christ" are not 
mutually exclusive, but rather inclusive. When Lutherans say that God's 
grace is the object of faith, they always mean the grace of God in Christ, that 
is, for the sake of Christ's vicarious satisfaction, and when they say that 
Christ is the object of the saving faith, they always mean Christ in his 
vicarious work, whereby grace is acquired and promised in the Gospe 
Here, too, a fundamental error of modern positive theologians must be 
pointed out. With great emphasis they point to Christ's person as the object 
of faith. But they do so in the sense that they contrast Christ's person with 
Christ's work. By emphasizing the person of Christ, they want to reject 
Christ's work, his fulfillment of the law in place of men and his suffering in 
place of men, as an object of faith. With this, once again the object of the 
saving faith according to the Scriptures and the saving faith itself has been 
abandoned. We only believe in Christ for our justification and salvation 
when 


1 1173) 


1172) Syst., De fide iustificante Il, 1362. 

1173) Hollaz: Unum quoad rem significatur obiectum fiduciae, sive in Christo 
mediatore, sive in gratia Dei, sive in promissione gratiae propter Christum 
mediatorem facta id consistere dicas. Tantum in modo concipiendi et loquendi est 
diversitas. [Google] (Examen, De fide, qu, 7) 
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we believe in Him as the One who was crucified for the payment of our sins 
(1 Cor. 2:2), shed His precious blood (1 Petr. 1:18), gave His life unto death 
(Matt. 20:28; Rom. 5:10) and fulfilled the law given to man (Gal. 4:4-5). 
Even if Scripture names the God who raised Jesus from the dead as the 
object of the saving faith (Rom. 10:9), we have the same object in fact, 
namely the God who forgives sin to mankind solely for Christ's 
substitutionary work. Thus Holtzmann correctly says that even the 
Resurrection alone is the object of faith, because the Resurrection is the 
proof of the deed, "that the wrath under which the dying man appears to have 
been placed has also really ceased with his death".!! The error, according 
to which Christ is not in his vicarious work but in his person to be our justice 
before God, is expressly rejected in the Third Article of the Formula of 
Concord with ample scriptural justification. 1!’ 

2. Saving faith is fiducia cordis * 

Because faith, in so far as it makes us saved, has as its object only the 
Gospel, which promises forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake, faith is by its 
very nature a (formal) trust of the heart (fiducia cordis) in the grace offered 
in the Gospel. This is also expressed by the expression m1otevet gic tov vidv, 
Joh. 3:16-18, 36; miotevew sic Xpiotoév, Gal. 2:16.:'!”© As long as someone 
only takes note of Christ (notitia historica) and considers the news of him to 
be historically true (assensus historicus), without trusting in Christ of his 
heart, neither the whole nor a part of the faith is present, in so far as it 
justifies and makes him saved. Scripture calls those people unbelievers 
(Gmoto1) who, like the Jews, have knowledge of Christ and acknowledge his 
historical reality, but do not believe in Christ (gig Xptotdv) as their Savior, 
do not trust in him. |!” The reason for this designation is that Christ did not 
come into the world as a historical curiosity that is noted and accepted, 


1174) Neutest. Theol. I, 122. 

1175) M. 530, 16; 527, 3; 612, 14—16. 22; 623, 57. 58. [Trigl. 793 ff., F. C., 
Epit., Il, 3, 16; Trig. 919 ff., Sol. Decl., II, 14-16, 22, 57-58] 

1176) Hollaz, Examen, De fide, qu. 16; Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. I, 133. 

1177) 2 Cor. 4:4; Rom. 11:23; Joh. 3:18. 
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but as the redeemer of sins and the reconciler of men,!!7® in whom, before 
God, men should trust. !!”°) Saving faith is therefore present not sooner and 
not later than man relies in his heart on Christ as his Savior. Rome proves the 
doctrine that the justifying faith is the trust of the heart in the grace acquired 
by Christ, with the curse,''!® to make room for his work doctrine and to keep 
souls in uncertainty about grace. The Lutheran Confessions, Luther and the 
Lutheran teachers, on the other hand, insist with great determination that 
trust in the grace or mercy of God acquired by Christ and offered in the 
Gospel is precisely what makes faith justifiying faith (fides, qua iustificat, 
sive gua iustificans est). It says in the Apology: “[“Faith is not only 
knowledge in the intellect, but also confidence in the will, i. e., it is to wish 
and to receive that which is offered in the promise, namely, reconciliation 
and remission of sins.” '!§ Lutheran dogmatists, from Chemnitz to Hollaz, 
devote a great deal of space to the argument that faith, in so far as it justifies 
the trust (fiducia) of the heart in the grace promised in the Gospel, is the 
most important thing. This was done in contrast to Rome. The Roman 
polemic was directed with all its might against the fiducia. It persistently 
repeated that faith, conceived as trust in the grace of God, was a 
psychological impossibility, a "chimera", a "monster". '!®”) If one wanted to 
keep faith pure, one had to exclude from faith the trust in God's grace and let 
it follow only on faith as fruit of the same. If one were to 


1178) Joh 1:20, 1 Joh 4:9, 1 Tim. 2:5-6. 

1179) Rom. 10:11; Ps. 2:12, 1 Petr. 2:6 ff. 

1180) Cone. Trid., sess. 6, can. 12: Si quis dixerit fidem iustificantem nihil aliud 
esse quam fiduciam divinae misericordiae peccata remittentis propter Christum, vel 
eam fiduciam solam esse, qua iustificamur, anathema sit. [“Tf any one saith, that 
justifying faith is nothing else but confidence in the divine mercy which remits sins 
for Christ's sake; or, that this confidence alone is that whereby we are justified; let 
him be anathema.”’] 

1181) Apol 130, 183 [Zrigl. 205, Art. Ill, 183]: Fides est non tantum notitia in 
intellectu, sed etiam fiducia in voluntate, hoc est, est velle et accipere hoc, quod in 
promissione offertur, videlicet reconciliationem et remissionem peccatorum. Sic 
utitur nomine fidei Scriptura. [“Faith is not only knowledge in the intellect, but also 
confidence in the will, i. e., it is to wish and to receive that which is offered in the 
promise, namely, reconciliation and remission of sins. Scripture thus uses the term 
‘faith.’”’] 

1182) Pighius, with Chemmtz, Examen, De fide iustificante, p. 163 ; with 
Quenstedt, Syst. II, 1348. 
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fiducia into faith itself, it would imply that faith is also in the will of man, 
that is, a will of grace. But this is a psychological impossibility, since faith 
has its seat only in the understanding. The dogmatists answer this with the 
Apology of the Augsburg Confession (139, 183 [Trig]. 205, Art. III, 183]) 
that faith is not only a matter of understanding but also of will, or that Christ 
is not only seized with understanding but also with will. The seizure with the 
will, however, is the fiducia of trust in the grace of God in Christ. For fiducia 
they therefore often say apprehensio fiducialis. ''®) Quenstedt defined: 
Grasping with the will (apprehensio voluntatis) "is nothing other than trust 
and signifies the desire for Christ and the approach to Christ" (nihil aliud est 
quam fiducia notatque desiderium et accessmn ad Christum). '') This actus 
fiduciae, by which Christ is grasped, willed, desired with the will, constitutes 
the essence (forma) of faith, insofar as it justifies, gua iustificat. Because the 
Roman Catholics wanted the fiducia to follow the faith, dogmatists 
distinguish between the act of trust (actus fiduciae), which belongs to the 
faith itself, and those acts which, as fruit of the faith, follow on from it, such 
as the joy of grace, the joyfulness and confidence in the invocation of God. 
These latter acts are not always linked to the true faith. But this act of trust, 
whereby grace is taken, wanted or desired with the will, is part of faith itself, 
insofar as it justifies it. ''®>) To further inculcate this, Quenstedt carefully 
distinguishes 


1183) Dannhauer, Hodos. XI, p. 671. 1184) Systema II, 1348. 

1185) Quenstedt 11, 1337: Ex parte voluntatis requiritur ad fidem in Christum 
fiducia, quae hic non accipitur pro napproia seu confidential orta ex meriti Christi 
receptione, haec enim fidem iustificantem et iustificationem demum sequitur, sed pro 
actu fidei iustificantis, qua iustificans est. ... Fiduciae est Christum quaerere, Es. 
55:6; Araos 5:4, avide appetere, Ps. 42:2. 3 [Google]. Thus also Dannhauer 
distinguishes, Hodos. XI, 670. 671. He describes the apprehensio fiducialis of faith, 
in contrast to the Roman faith, as an act of will that seeks its object (suopte impetu 
fertur), as an appropriating act that desires Christ as Savior (desiderio quaero ut 
meum, amplexu capio ut meum), etc. Dannhauer adds, however, that this act is 
different from the act by which love embraces and grasps Christ and rejoices in 
Christ, ab am- 
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between a theoretical and practical grasping of Christ. The theoretical 
apprehension takes place when a man calculates himself in a perfect 
conclusion: Christ died for all men, including me. This apprehensio 
theoretica, says Quenstedt, can also be found with the godless who in their 
hearts do not desire salvation in Christ for their own person. ''8° The 
practical grasping of Christ, on the other hand, closes the trust of the heart 
and will in itself and denotes the desire (desiderium) of Christ and the 
coming to him, and that is the fiducia that makes faith the justifying faith. 
1187) As zealous as Rome was to deprive the faith of the fiducia, the seizure of 
Christ with the will or the velle gratiam, so zealous were the Lutheran 
teachers to record the fiducia as the moment constituting the justifying faith. 
This explains the fact that the dogmatists from Chemnitz to Hollaz describe 
the fiducia or the apprehensio fiducialis in frequent terms as a wanting, 
seeking, desiring, embracing of Christ, and add that the denial of the fiducia 
thus conceived denies the grasping or personal appropriation of Christ. 
Finally Chemnitz emphasizes that even the weakest faith is already fiducia. 
He says, "If faith is not mistaken in the object, but seizes or tries to seize it 
under trembling with even the weakest confidence (expetite), then that is 
admittedly a small and weak, but nevertheless true faith. ''®®) The same 
matter 


plexu et apprehensione caritatis distinctus, quod haec fidei apprehensionem 
sequatur, secunda quasi animi negotiatione; prius apprehendit manus mendica 
thesaurum, post eo gaudet, post amat 

1186) op. cit., p. 1338: [ta enim vel ipsi impti, qui non desiderant, ut propter 
Christi meritum sibi obtingat salus, inferre possunt. (“For even the ungodly 
themselves, who do not desire that salvation may be obtained for them through the 
merits of Christ, can bring it about.”’] 

1187) op. cit., p. 1338 Alia vero apprehensio est voluntatis et practica, quae 
totius cordis et voluntatis in merito Christi recumbentiam involvit notatque 
desiderium et accessum ad Christum eiusque meriti applicationem et 
appropriationem fiducialem; et haec proprie est fiducia. [Google 

1188) Chemnitz, Examen, De fide iustif., p. 159 sqq.; Dannhauer, Hodos. XI, 
670 sq; Quenstedt, Syst. II, 1338 sq. Hollaz then repeats (Examen. qu. 13): "Most 
theologians mention as acts or parts of faith knowledge, agreement and trust. By trust 
they understand the desire for grace (sub fiducia desiderium gratiae complectuntur). 
As witnesses I cite Dr. Calov and Dr. Quenstedt. The latter says (Syst. X, 303) "Part 
of trust is to seek Christ, Isaiah 55:6, fervent desire (avide appetite), Ps. 73:28, 
longing for him (anhelare ad ip- 
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must be taken again from another point of view, namely under “fides 
actualis”’. 

As far as the description of faith as notitia, assensus and fiducia is 
concerned, the following should be noted: 1. If by notitia one understands 
only the historical knowledge of Christ (notitia historica), which the natural 
man can also have, and by assensus only a consent to the message of Christ 
based on natural reasons |!®°), then both, notitia and assensus, spoken 
precisely, are not parts of saving faith, because this faith has its origin and 
existence entirely through supernatural effect (ev duvapei Geov | Cor. 2:5). 
Luther says (XI, 126) of the faith that knows and believes only the "history" 
of Christ, and which sinners and the damned also have: "It is a natural work 
without grace. Scripture and the Word of God does not teach about such a 
faith", namely when it speaks of saving faith. However, in order to reject the 
Roman fides implicita or carbonaria ("charcoal burner faith"), it should be 
noted that the fides iustificans always presupposes external acquaintance 
with the Gospel, according to Rom. 10:14: [lac miotevoovow ov ovK 
nkovoav; Luther says of the Roman fides implicita, according to which one 
believes what the Church believes, or what is written without knowing what 
the Church believes or what Scripture teaches: “God preserve us from such 
faith!” 1° 2, 


sum), Ps. 42:2. 3, desiring his drawing, Hohel. 1,4; Joh. 6:44/ Tiefer (Quenstedt) 
writes (System. IV, 291): "Confidence denotes the desire for Christ and the access to 
him and the appropriation and appropriation of his merit. 

1189) such as parental authority, habit, human-scientific evidence, etc. 

1190) St. L. XVII, 2013, where Luther also reports how the expression "charcoal 
burner's faith" originated: "So it is said that a doctor of theology, meeting a charcoal 
burner on the bridge at Prague and taking into account that he was but a poor layman, 
asked him: Dear man, what do you believe? The charcoal burner answered: That 
what the Church believes. The doctor replied: "What does the Church believe? The 
charcoal burner: ‘The Church believes what I believe. Afterwards, when the doctor 
was supposed to die, he was challenged by the devil so hard in his faith that he had 
nowhere to stay nor rest until he spoke: I believe that what the charcoal burner 
believes. As it is also said of the great Thomas Aquinas, that he could not remain at 
his end before the devil until he spoke: " ‘I believe what this book says,’ meaning the 
Bible in his arms. But God preserve us from such a faith! For where they believed not 
otherwise than thus, both the doctor and the charcoal burner believed themselves into 
the abyss of hell." Gass about the "charcoal burner faith", Geschichte der Protest. 
Dogmatik J, 375, note 2, The Lutheran dogmatists point out that 
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If by notitia is understood not merely the notitia historica, but the 
knowledge of Christ wrought by the Holy Spirit, and by assensus not an 
assent to the gospel based on natural reasons, but the assent wrought by the 
Holy Spirit to the promise of grace of the gospel, then each of the 
expressions, just like fiducia, denotes the whole justifying faith. This is the 
language of Scripture and the Lutheran confession. With the term 
"knowledge" Scripture refers to the whole saving faith in places like Joh. 
17:3: “This is life eternal, that they might know Thee, the only true God, and 
Jesus Christ, whom Thou hast sent “ (yiva@oxworv). |?) Phil. 3:8 describes 
Paul with his knowledge of Christ Jesus, his Lord (16 brEpéyov Tic yyooswMs 
tod Kvpiov pov), his whole justifying faith (v. 9). Also Gal. 4:9; Luke 1:77. 
The whole saving faith is described as "assent" or "concurrence" | Joh. 3:23: 
"This is his commandment that we believe in the name of his son Jesus 
Christ" (iva motevowmpev TH OvOLATL TOD Yiod adtod 


the Roman fides impliciita abolishes the concept of faith. Baier (II, 136): Credere 
non possumus, nisi quae mente apprehendimus aut apprehensione simplici 
cognovimus. [““We cannot believe unless we have grasped with the mind or known by 
simple apprehension.”] Apprehensio simplex is the activity of the human mind by 
which a thing expressed in words is only excluded in the human mind, in contrast to 
the activity by which the thing expressed in words (res proposita) is accepted or 
rejected. The apprehensio simplex of what is expressed in the words of Scripture is 
not only possible for the natural man (Formula of Concord 601, 53 [Trigl. 901-903.., 
F.C., Sol. Decl., I, 53), but is also indispensably necessary if the faith to be worked 
by the Holy Spirit is to come about (Formula of Concord 601, 52-54 [Trig/. 901-903., 
F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 52-54]). When Christ commands to preach the gospel, this 
presupposes that people receive into their minds what is preached and taught. 
Scherzer therefore says something blunt: "Anyone who says that he believes what the 
Church believes without knowing what the Church believes is lying (mentitur). No 
one can believe what he does not know." (Systema, p. 426.) This is true even from the 
natural world. The Roman polemic seeks to create confusion at this point by shifting 
the status controversiae by suggesting that the mysteria fidei are beyond human 
knowledge. Lutheran teachers respond by distinguishing between the "that" (16 oxi) 
and the "how" (16 mac). The former is possible and necessary because of clear 
Scripture, the latter is not commanded of us. (See Gerhard, De iustif., § 69.) 

1191) Quenstedt (II, 1356) says the same to Joh. 17:3: Intelligitur yy@oic, non 
mere Os@pytikn, sed mpaktiknh et C@ovoa, eificax et viva cognitio, quatenus veram 
cordis fiduciam sive fiducialem apprehensionem ac receptionem includit. [“yvaotc is 
understood, not merely theoretical, but practical and practical, effective and living 
knowledge, in so far as it includes the true trust of the heart, or fiduciary 
apprehension and reception.” 
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TInootd Xptotod); | Joh. 5:1: "Everyone who believes that (St1) Jesus is the 
Christian is born of God. As "confidence" the whole saving faith is described 
by MlOTEVELV ElG TOV DLOV, ELC AVTOV, ElG TOV DIOV TOV LOVvoyEvy Joh. 3:36, 18, 
16. With this use of language of the Scriptures the Lutheran Confessions is 
exactly right, in that it also designates with each of the three expressions the 
whole justifying faith. With the "knowledge" Apol. 95, 46 [Zrig/. 133, Art. 
IV [II], 46]: Fides, quae gratis accipit remissiohem peccatorum . . ., est vera 
cognitio Christi [“Faith, which receives the forgiveness of sins. . ., is the true 
knowledge of Christ”]; 105, 101 [Zrig/. ibid., 101]: Quid est notitia Christi, 
nisi nosse beneficia Christi, promissiones, quas per evangelium sparsit in 
mouth? Et haec beneficia nosse, proprie et vere est credere in Christ. 
[What is the knowledge of Christ, unless we know the benefits of Christ, 
the promises which he spread in his mouth through the gospel? And to know 
these benefits is properly and truly to believe in Christ.”] With "applause" or 
"consent" is meant the whole faith Apol. 108,113 [Zrig/. 154, ibid., 113]: 
Sola fide, et quidem fide proprie dicta, accipitur remissio peccatorum. .. . 
Est autem fides proprie dicta, quae assentitur promissioni; de hac fide 
loquitur Scriptura; 95, 48: Saepe iam diximus nos de fide in Christum, hoc 
est, de fide remissionis peccatorum, de fide, quae vere et ex corde assentitur 
promissioni gratiae, loqui. [Google] The whole saving faith is described 
with "trust" or "confidence" Apol. 140,194 (German text) [Trigl. 207, Art. 
Ill, 194]: "Faith means trusting in God's mercy, that he might be merciful for 
Christ's sake, without undue merit, and that means believing the article of the 
forgiveness of sins. As synonyms "trust" and "applause" are used Apol. 
95,48 [Trigl. 135, Art. IV [II], 48]: "Faith, which makes pious and just 
before God, is not only this, that I know the histories, how Christ was born, 
suffered etc. (the devils know this too), but is the certainty or the certain 
strong trust in my heart, because I consider with all my heart the promise of 
God to be certain and true, through which forgiveness of sins, grace and all 
salvation is offered to me without my merit through the mediator Christ. 
Unnecessary difficulties are caused when notitia, assensus and fiducia, 
inasmuch as they are worked by the Holy Spirit, are used to distinguish one 
part of justifying faith from another, while the expressions refer to one and 
the same thing, namely the faith in Christ worked by the Holy Spirit, from 
different points of view. What Buddeus also says is correct: Cognitio sine 
assensu et assensus sine fiducia non est ea cognitio nec ille assensus, qui 
fidem iustificantem constituit. [“Knowledge without assent, and assent 
without faith, is not that knowledge, nor that assent, which constitutes 
justifying faith”) !!°” 


1192) Institutiones theol. dogmaticae 1741, p. 862. 
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3. Saving faith is fides specialis * 


Because saving faith has the gospel of the forgiveness of sins as its 
object, it is always fides specialis, individual faith or personal faith, that is, a 
person is a believer when he does not merely believe that there is forgiveness 
of sins for other people, but believes that God is merciful to him for Christ's 
sake, or when he accepts the promise of the gospel that is extended to all 
people (1 Tim. 2:6; Jn 1:29; 3:16, etc.) also refers to his own person, as Paul 
(Gal 2:20): "I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me", etc. and 
Job (19:25): "I know that my Savior liveth.” As long as this relationship of 
grace to one's own person is not yet allowed, there is still personal unbelief 
(Gniotia). Just as in God's heart for Christ's sake there is complete 
forgiveness of sins for every human individual (uw) Aoy1iCopEvos abtoic TH 
NOPAATOLATA “dTHV, 2 Cor. 5:19), and God in the Word of the gospel offers 
the forgiveness of sins to every human individual before whose ears or eyes 
the gospel comes, so God's will of grace in a human being only comes to its 
end when the individual human being, through faith, appropriates the divine 
forgiveness of sins. All those who do not relate the divine forgiveness to 
their person despise God's counsel against themselves like the Pharisees 
(Luke 7:30) and actually make God a liar, as 1 Joh. 5:9-11 is testified. Luther 
therefore recalls (X, 1107, 1112) that we can understand and use the second 
article of the Apostles Creed in a Christian way only if we add the words 
"for us" to the individual pieces: "Although these words, which faith must 
adhere to, ‘born for us, suffered’, etc., are not explicitly stated, they must be 
taken from others and passed through all these parts. The Apology says (94, 
45 [Trigl. 133, Art. IV [II], 45]): "This special faith (fides specialis), 
whereby everyone believes for his own person (unusquisque) that his sins 
are forgiven for Christ's sake, and God is reconciled and gracious for Christ's 
sake, obtains forgiveness of sins and justifies us. !!°?) 


1193) Hollaz speaks of the fides specialis, at the same time rejecting the 
enthusiastic misuse of this expression: Dicitur fides specialis non quod specialem 
aliquam promissionem pro obiecto habeat, quae credenti peculia- 
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It might first of all be noticed why Apology so emphatically and often '! 
emphasizes that justifying faith is fides specialis. It was necessary to do this 
vis-a-vis Rome. Rome had been forced by circumstances to speak again of 
faith in justification. But Rome must not allow the fides specialis to get by, 
whereby the frightened sinner relates the forgiveness of sins through faith to 
his person and is thus certain of the 


. Thus, Roman polemics turned against the fides specialis, claiming that 
a special revelation such as that of Paul, Peter and other privileged persons 
belonged to the fides specialis or to the personal certainty of grace. !!°> If 
ordinary Christians wanted to claim for themselves a personal assurance of 
God's grace, they were imagining it. In contrast, the Apology repeatedly 
points out that the fides specialis, by which the Christian appropriates and is 
sure of the grace of God acquired by Christ and offered in the Gospel, is 
given to all Christians in faith; and that this is the teaching of Scripture and 
of the whole Christian Church. !!°® - It should be pointed out that all deniers 
of the gratia universalis also make the fides specialis impossible, as far as 
their teaching is concerned. If the Gospel of all men, except one, were true 
and the name of this one wretch were not mentioned in Scripture, no man 
could believe on the basis of the Gospel that God was merciful to him. 
Therefore, the representatives of the gratia particularis must disavow their 
teaching in practice when they have to give pastoral care to frightened 
sinners. !!97) Also, all deniers 


riter sit facta, sed ob applicationem, per quam sub promissione universali de gratia 
Dei et merito Christi ad se in individuo descendit. [Google] (Examination, De fide, 
qu. 2.) 

1194) Cf. M. 94, 45; 176, 59; 177, 60; 180, 74; 205, 21 A. C. 45, 23. [Trigl. 133, 
Art. IV [Il], 48; 264, Art. XII [V], 59; 267, ibid., 60; 273, ibid., 74; 313, Art. X Ill 
[VIM], 21; 54, A. C., Art. XX, 23] 

1195) Quenstedt II, 1367; Chemnitz, Examen, De fide iustif.., p. 163 sqq. 

1196) Apol. 177, 60 [Zrigl. 267, Art. XII, 60]: Nos praeter illam fidem (the 
historical knowledge of Christ) requirimus, ut credat sibi quisque remitti peccata. De 
liac fide speciali litigamus. . . Huic fidei tribuimus, quod iustificet et regeneret, dum 
ex terroribus [conscientiae] liberat, et pacem, gaudium et novam vitam in corde parit 
... Nec aliud sentit ecclesia. Christi, etiamsi adversarii nostri reclamant. [Google] 

1197) Cf. p. 54. 
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of the sola gratia make fides specialis impossible, because they add human 
action to the Gospel, and any legal requirement, great or small, prevents the 
relationship of the grace of God from being established in one's own person. 
As Luther says, he could not be certain of God's grace if it were only 
conditioned by an Our Father, because then the question would arise whether 
the Our Father also had the necessary quality. 11°) 


4. Saving faith is fides actualis * 

Because faith, inasmuch as it brings into possession the promise of 
forgiveness, has as its object the promise of the Gospel, it is always fides 
actualis, that is, the act of seizing, actus apprehendi, not only in adults but 
also in children. !!®?) All who conceive of justifying faith as a potency or 
constitution resting in the heart, as opposed to the act of grasping 1 , 
conceive of faith as separate from its object of justification, the promise of 
the Gospel, and therefore attribute justification to faith in itself, to faith as a 
work or constitution. In other words, all those who do not conceive of faith 
as the act that takes the promise of the Gospel attribute justification to faith 
not in the category of relationship (in praedicamento relationis) but in the 
category of quality (in praedicamento qualitatis). The denial of the fides 
actualis puts us back into the Roman camp. This explains Luther's 
sometimes vehement polemic against the scholastic definitions of faith as a 
habitus or a dormant quality. "These are"—he says—"mere word monsters 
(portenta verborum), which they themselves did not understand, and with 
these dreams they have darkened the faith." On a positive note, Luther then 
explains that even in those who have become Christians, faith is a 
continuous act (continuata actio), whereby the Christian, sleeping and 
waking, standing and walking, seizes the forgiveness of sins in the Gospel. 
He calls the Lovanian theologians, who deny this, "asini Lovanienses" 
[“asses of Louvain”’] and says of them that they "deny the 


1198) Cf. p. 54 f. 

1199) Matt. 18:6: miatetovtes sic epé [“one of these little ones which believe in 
me’. A special section on the faith of children follows. 

1200) Potentia credendi, actus primus, otiosus habitus, qualitas. [The power of 
believing, the first act, the idle attitude, the quality. ] 
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substance and essence (substantiam et essentiam) of the Christian faith and 
life. '2°") The dogmatists, too, very firmly demand that faith, insofar as it 
justifies it, should always be understood as fides actualis, as the faith act, 
even in children. !7°?) And because faith is not only an act in the mind but 
also an act in the will, that is, the promise of the forgiveness of sins is also 
grasped with the will, both the Lutheran Confessions and the Lutheran 
theologians say, as already proved by several quotations in the fiducia fidei, 
faith is a desire for grace or Christ (velle),!° seeking (quaerere),!?° 
desiring (expetere, desiderare),’” striving or approaching from Christ (in 
Christum tendere, in Christum ferri), 1206) to 


1201) On Gen. 49:11-12: Exeg. opp., Erl.XI, 234 sq.; St. L. I, 1996 f. — Cf. also 
against the rigida qualitas Exeg. opp. VII, 132 sqq. (St. L. 2, 381 

1202) Quenstedt II, 1141 sqq. 

1203) Apol. 95, 48 [Zrigl. 135, Art. IV [II], 48]: "The faith that justifies . . is the 
desire to receive (velle et accipere) the offered promise of forgiveness of sins and 
justification. Apol. 125, 106 [Trig/. 183, 106] the velle accipere of faith is explained 
by apprehendere: velle accipere seu apprehendere ea, quae in promissione de 
Christo offeruntur. Apol. 139, 183 [Trig]. 205, 183] the fiducia in corde is explained 
by velle et accipere: faith is fiducia in corde, hoc est, velle et accipere hoc, quod in 
promissione offeruntur. Where there is not the will of the promise, there is also no 
grasping of the promise and no trust in the promise, that is, no fides actualis. 

1204) Luther says axiomatically with reference to the passages in which a 
seeking of Christ is attributed to the Gentiles: "To seek is to believe", quaerere 
significat credere. (Exeg. opp. Erl. XX, 130.) Likewise, the Lutheran confession, 
Apol. 114, 33 [Zrigl. 163, Art. Ill, 33]: "That is to truly recognize Messiah or Christ, 
seek forgiveness of sins with him. To hold the same of Christ, that is, to recognize 
and accept Christ, that is to believe in Christ.” 

1205) Luther (VII, 30): "God wants and desires that one should carry a fervent 
desire for His grace. And this is precisely what faith does, which considers grace to 
be exquisite and therefore hungers and thirsts fervently for it and thus obtains it. 
Hollaz (Examen, De fide, qu. 12) thus distinguishes between faith and love as the 
fruit of faith: faith is an act of desire through which we want Christ (actus 
concupiscentiae, quo Christum volumus). Love is an act of goodwill through which 
we want Christ good (actus benevolentiae, quo Christo bona volumus). Chemnitz 
calls even the weakest faith a desire for grace in the words already mentioned (p. 
511). 

1206) Hollaz: "The expression ‘believe in Christ' denotes through the preposition 
‘in' (etc), connected with the accusative, an act by which the believer strives, as it 
were, towards Christ actum in Christum tenden- 
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extending the hand towards Christ (extendere), embracing Christ (amplecti, 
complecti),'?°” coming to Christ, approaching Christ, running to Christ 
(venire, accedere, currere ad Christum),'*°®) hanging on to Christ, 
connecting with Christ 


tem) [the act of tending to Christ], whereby the believer approaches Christ beyond 
himself (extra se in Christ literature). . .. Faith is called mAnpogopia (Rom. 4:21), 
because through it the spirit of the believer approaches his object completely, like a 
ship with full sails enters the port". (Examen, De fide, qu. 16.) — Dannhauer: "as the 
eagle approaches the food", ut aquila fertur in escam. (Hod. X, 671st) 

1207) Luther: "The faith that man has made for himself (fides acquisita) stands 
there like a lazy man with folded arms and speaks: True faith, with outstretched arms, 
joyfully embraces the Son of God, who gave himself up for him, and says: "My 
beloved is mine and I am his. . . This is the faith which alone justifies us without law 
and works through the mercy offered to us in Christ. (Opp. v. u. IV, 379 sh.) 
According to Calov (Socin. profligatus, p. 731) the justifying faith includes: ut 
manum fidei extendamus eademque illam (the grace offered) apprehendamus. Almost 
all dogmatists except Hollaz quote the words of Brenz and Chemnitz. Brenz says: 
"Faith has, so to speak, two hands, one which it stretches out upwards, and with 
which it seizes Christ with all its benefits, and so (hac parte) we are justified; the 
other which it stretches out downwards, in order to carry out the works of love ... and 
so we prove, though we have not far faith that he is right, but so we are not justified". 
(Bei Hollaz, Exam. De fide, question 10) According to Chemnitz (Exam. De fide 
iustif., p. 161), in order to justify (ut iustificet), faith is concerned (versatur) with its 
object "not by cold thinking, not by a general and superficial agreement" (Dannhauer 
also says, 1. c., p. 670: not as make their astronomical 
calculations), "but in such a way that it" (his object, Christ) "recognizes, looks at, 
desires, seeks (expetate, quaerate), grasps, accepts, embraces (complectatur)". 

1208) Apol. 173, 44 [Trigl. 263, Art. X Il [V]. 44]: " To come to Christ is to 
believe that sins are remitted for Christ’s sake.” Luther on Isaiah 2:3: "What is more 
lovely and lovable than the gospel? It is a certain doctrine on which consciences can 
rest, and it offers a kind and gracious God, who gave his Son, the eternal God, into 
death for the life of the world, so that we sinners might have forgiveness of sins. . . . 
Because the Gospel promises and offers this to all men, the peoples who are troubled 
in conscience because of their sins run to it (accurrunt), grasping and joyfully 
receiving the treasures of divine mercy that the Word shows, and faith in the Word 
receives. (Exeg. opp. Erl. XXII, 38 sq. [St L. V1:32]) It goes without saying that 
Luther lets this "heart running", which is carried out through faith, be merely the 
action of the Holy Spirit in the gospel. (1. c., 41 sq.) 
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(adhaere Christo, se adiungere Christo [‘adhere to Christ, to join oneself to 
Christ”]). 2°”) They cite scriptural statements such as: receiving 
reconciliation (Aap Bdavew, Rom. 5:11), attaining to righteousness 
(katoAauBdavew, Rom. 9:30), receiving Christ AauBdavet, taporAauBave, 
Joh. 1:12; Col. 2:6), seeking the Lord (97? Wek RX [HEBREW] Isaiah 
55:6), coming to Christ or the Gospel (€A0¢iv mpdc Xptotov, Joh. 6:44, also 
Isaiah 2:2.3: — oa7 aay 1597 oriag-29 Px GN [HEBREW] Run to Christ 
(Isaiah 55:5: 1817? 7°2N-[HEBREW]), cling to the HErrn (1 Cor. 6:17: KoAr@ 
Lévoc TO Kupio ev mvevud eottv [“Joined unto the Lord”’]), putting on Christ 
(Gal. 3:27: Xptotov évdbeo9at) etc. All these expressions, including the 
figurative ones, denote the fides actualis, which seizes Christ or the 
forgiveness of sins with the heart and accepts it by seizing it or trusts it in the 
heart. Also the BidCeobOa1 mv Bactieiav, which refers to violence against 
the kingdom of heaven (Matt. 11:12), the Lutheran theologians, together 
with Luther and Chemnitz, refer to faith, insofar as faith actually (actualiter) 
takes hold of the forgiveness of sins. !7!° If it is asked 


1209) In contrast to the unio mystica, the Christ in us, of renewal and 
sanctification. Grace or the forgiveness of sins is not given to us through the Christ in 
us, but in the Christ for us, who has earned us forgiveness of sins once and for all and 
offers it in the means of grace. This is why Luther says in regard to the justifying 
faith: He "tears us apart from ourselves and from our heart" (extra nos ipsos, extra 
cor nostrum) "far away and leads me out of Christ, whom I do not see, feel or hear, 
and wants me to cling to the Son of God and believe in Him. .. We must put our 
hearts on him and make fasting, praying, etc. ... that I may be justified". (VII, 2214 f.) 
Hollaz mentions the bond that is created by our attachment to the Christ outside of us, 
the fidei formalis in the difference from the unio mystica which is a consequence of 
the former. Examen, De fide, qu. 11: Vocatur receptio fidei in sacris literis etiam . 
xdddnoic seu agglutinatio cum Christo in unum Spiritum, 1 Cor. 6:17, adeoque en 
unionem quandam, qualis est inter manum apprehentem et thesaurum apprehensum 
et dicitur unio fidei formalis, distincta ab unione mystica ceu illius effectu. 

1210) After Luther declared the flow of the heart of the nations to be the 
mountain of the LORD of faith in the Gospel, he added: Christ declares (this) 
"Matthew 11:12 with more words, when He says: The kingdom of heaven suffers 
violence, and those who do violence take it by force, as if He said: People are not 
forced to speak by force, but force themselves. Likewise Chemnitz, Harmonia, c. 36, 
p. m. 554, with vocation from Isaiah 2:2 and Micah 4:1 ff. Dannhauer therefore 
names with reference to Matt. 41:12 the apprehensio fidualis fidei an actus Biaotikoc, 
non violentia iniusta, sed sollicito raptu, ut aquila fertur in escam. 
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why Luther and the Lutheran theologians, in describing the fides iustificans, 
so vigorously dismiss the "dormant quality" and the "dormant state" 
(habitus) and advocate in so many words the fides actualis, the act of faith, it 
must be said: We are here again at a point where it is a question of the being 
or not being of the Christian doctrine of justification, and where the ways of 
the Lutheran Church on the one hand and the ways of the Roman Catholics, 
the enthusiasts and the consistent Reformed [Calvinists] on the other hand 
are sharply divided. All of the above are based on the justification of the 
Christ in us. Thus they understand faith, insofar as it has something to do 
with the righteousness of man, as a means of receiving or admitting the 
effects of divine grace on man or in man. For them, The saving grace is the 
infused grace (gratia infusa). Luther says (St. L. XIII, 917): "On this doctrine 
stands the whole Papacy: grace is poured out upon (infused into) man.” The 
Council of Trent has officially fixed this doctrine and cursed the counter 
doctrine. !?!! In the same way, the enthusiasts taught, like Schwenkfeld, that 
justification is the reception of Christ into the heart of man and renewal and 
sanctification. !*!7) Likewise, the consistent Reformed (Calvinists) from the 
standpoint of denying the gratia universalis. If there is no general grace, and 
therefore no promise of grace that concerns all human beings, faith is not 
fides actualis the act of the heart and will that grasps and wants the grace 
offered in the Word, but a dormant quality in the heart, a kind of depositum 
in the person who has no relationship with the means of grace. Thus the 
Dordrecht Decrees teach a state of grace without an act of faith that takes up 
the promise of the Gospel. According to Dordrecht theology, the elect 
remain in the state of sonship and justification, even if, like David and Peter, 
they fall into "grave and terrible" sins and thereby lose the exercitium fidei, 
that is, the fides actualis, which actually seizes grace. !7!%) On the other hand, 
the Lutherans held: Faith, in so far 


1211) Sess. VI, can. 11; Si quis dixerit homines iustificari vel sola imputatione 
iustitiae Christi vel sola peccatorum remissione, exclusa gratia et caritate, quae in 
cordibus eorum per Spiritum Sanctum diffundatur atque illis inhaereat, aut etiam 
gratiam, qua justificamur, esse tantum favorem Dei: anathema sit. [If any one saith, 
that men are justified, either by the sole imputation of the justice of Christ, or by the 
sole remission of sins, to the exclusion of the grace and the charity which is poured 
forth in their hearts by the Holy Ghost, and is inherent in them; or even that the grace, 
whereby we are justified, is only the favor of God; let him be anathema] 

1212) Cf. Quenstedt I, 1348 sq. 

1213) Cap. V, art. 5-8. Niemeyer, p. 716 sq. 
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in so far as it justifies and makes us saved, has to do only with the Christ 
outside us or the Christ for us, in other words: with this grace that is God's 
gracious disposition (favor Dei) or the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake, 
which is and remains in God's heart, but is offered in the Gospel and is 
grasped by man through faith. The Formula of Concord notes that it is 
known among the theologians of the Augsburg Confession (extra 
controversiam positnm est) "that all our righteousness is to be sought outside 
... ourselves". (M. 622, 55 [Trigl. 935, F. C., Sol. Decl., II, 55]) Because so 
faith, inasmuch as it justifies, is concerned with an object outside of man, the 
faith that relates to the object of justification is a "going out of oneself", a 
"moving out of oneself". !?'4) This explains the fact why the Lutheran 
teachers from Luther on until Hollaz describe justifying faith on the part of 
the will as wanting, desiring, seeking grace, reaching out to Christ, striving 
toward Christ (ferri, tendere in Christum), attaching oneself to Christ, etc. In 
this way they do not ascribe to man any ability or power to believe, '7!> nor 
do they make faith a work of law, as the Romans did here and there, but they 
hold on to the fact that the faith worked by the Holy Spirit through the 
gospel itself is fides actualis, actus apprehendi sive volendi gratiam in 
waking and sleeping people, adults and children, in the normal state when 
the Christian is conscious of his faith, and in the state of the highest 
temptation when the Christian thinks he has lost faith, act when faith burns 
like a bright light, and when it is like a faintly glowing wick. "Tolle hunc 
amplexum", says Dannhauer (Hod., p. 671), ,,non erit tibi firma promissio." 
[Take away this embrace and it will not be a firm promise to you.”’] 
Walther: "Faith is a continuous activity, a perpetual 


1214) Luther (St. L. XI, 455): “Surely there is no counsel but that thou yield 
thyself apart from thyself and all human comfort into his word alone.” The "outside" 
is of course not meant locally. The word comes to the heart and is moved in the heart. 
Whoever remains in the heart, the word remains the object of faith. Luther (Exeg. 
opp. VII, 134): Fides est, habere verbum, in corde et non dubitare de verbo. [Faith is 
having the word in the heart and not doubting the word.] 

1215) On the contrary, because faith is the actus credendi, whereby man goes 
out of himself and speaks of grace, it is "the marvelous art" that only the Holy Spirit 
works. 
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access. Only we don't know how it happens, for example, when we're 
asleep." !7!6) 

The question has also been raised whether faith should be understood as 
an active or passive grasping. It must be said that faith is an active grasping 
in so far as it grasps, namely its object, Christ or the forgiveness offered in 
the Gospel. Faith can be called passive grasping and has also been called 
so,'?!”) inasmuch as grasping does not take place with human participation, 
but only through the action of God. In order to remain on the right track in 
the question of whether faith is active or passive grasping, one must not 
therefore oppose active and passive grasping, but leave both standing side by 
side with the distinction indicated. !*!) He who denies the "active grasping," 
the corde 


1216) Indices (zu Baiers Komp., ed. Walther) von Theodor Biinger. St. L. 1890, 
S. 130. [Ed. — see #9; year of publication probably 1899, not 1890] 

1217) e.g. by Dannhauer, Hodos. XI, p. 671. 

1218) Of course, the question could be repeated and answered in the same way 
for all the terms that denote faith in Christ. Man wants or desires grace actively and 
passively: actively, in so far as he wants and desires it; passively, in so far as this 
wanting and desire is brought about by the Holy Spirit alone. The Gentiles come or 
run to Christ actively and passively: active, inasmuch as they come or run; passive, 
inasmuch as this coming or running happens without the participation of the Gentiles, 
solely through the action of the Holy Spirit. They kiss the Son actively and passively: 
active, in that they kiss; passive, in that this kissing is done by the action of the Holy 
Spirit. (Luther on Ps. 2:12, StL. V, 178.) This is how Dannhauer also meant the 
matter. He explains the "so to speak passive act", actus, ut sic dicam, passiveus, more 
precisely as follows: "Approximately in the same way as the beggar's hand, which is 
so weak that it cannot even grasp the gift from within itself (ex se), is grasped by 
another, strengthened and lifted up to the height, so that it approaches the treasure 
offered (in thesaurum oblatum feratur), grasps it and holds on to it". (Hodosophia XI, 
671.) Dannhauer thus speaks of a passive act of grasping, guoad causam efficientem, 
insofar as this grasping does not originate from man, but is worked by God alone. In 
the same definition and immediately adjacent to it, Dannhauer describes faith very 
clearly as "active grasping", namely "1. as an act of the will that approaches the 
recognized object with inner urge (suopte impetu fertur); 2. as an appropriating act 
that is set forth in these words: I know that my Redeemer liveth, I am certain that 
Christ died for me, I seek Him with desire for myself, I grasp Him with compassion 
for myself, I hold for myself with trust (hunc desiderio quaero ut meum, amplexu 
capio ut meum, teneo fiducia ut meum); 3. as an act of violence, Matt. 11, 12, not in 
unjust violence, 
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apprehendere, velle, velle accipere Christum, etc., denies that by which faith 
connects with its justifying object external to man. It ascribes either faith in 
itself, as a quality in man, to justification, or even to faith, in so far as it takes 
up or allows the same effects of grace in man (obicem non ponere, recipere 
sive admittere operationes Spiritus Sancti). He has entered Roman territory. 
Whoever denies "passive" grasping, when it is a matter of the causa efficiens 
of grasping, teaches synergistically. 


5. Faith is merely instrumental to the attainment of justification and 
salvation. * 

Because faith, in so far as it justifies and makes saved, has the gospel as 
its object, it is always to be understood as justifying and making saved only 
instrumental, that is, merely as a means of receiving (medium hymt1kOdv) the 
grace of God or forgiveness of sins promised in the gospel. This function of 
faith '?!°) appropriation of God's grace had to be pointed out continuously in 
the above characterization of faith. But the right conception and as exact as 
possible formulation of the instrumentality of faith is theologically so 
important in view of the manifold errors, that we will follow a special 
section on this point. If there is any point in Christian doctrine the clear 
waters have been clouded, it is here. The biblical terms "through faith", "out 
of faith" etc. have been filled with a completely unbiblical content. By the 
mere instrumentality of faith this means that no value of its own apart from 
the grace of God may be ascribed to faith in Christ. That this is scriptural 
doctrine is made irrefutably clear by the fact that in justification faith is 
opposed to all works and every good constitution of man: ziotet — yapic 
épyov vopov, Rom. 3:28; to pn épyaCopéva, miotevovtt de Eni TOV 
dukatowTta tov aceby, AoyiCetat H miotic avtois Ec SuKatoobvnv Rom. 4:5. 
The Lutheran Confessions, in order to preserve 


but in deliberate approach, as the eagle approaches the food. One reads Chemnitz" 
(actus Siaotikdc, non violentia iniusta, sed sollicito raptu, ut aquila fertur in escam 
— videndus D, Chemnitius). 

1219) Officium et proprietas fidei. F. C. 618, 38 [Trigl. 929, F. C., Sol. Decl., 
Ul, 38]. 
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the mere instrumentality of faith, repeatedly states: "Faith justifies and 
makes saved not because it is a worthy work in itself, but only because it 
accepts the promised mercy.” !”2°) The same is also what the dogmatists want 
with the axioms: "Faith justifies not in the category of quality but in the 
category of relationship", "Faith justifies not as an act in itself but by the 
object it grasps", "Faith justifies not as a work in itself but as an instrument", 
etc. 72) Gass occasionally hints,!?”” that it is difficult to capture the merely 
organic relationship of faith in justification. In characterizing Gerhard's 
polemic against Bellarmin, he remarks: "How difficult it was to grasp the 
faith instrumentally in such a way that its subjective meaning, according to 
which it must somehow express a Christian habitus and carry the germ of the 
nascent improvement in itself, remained completely out of play!” It must be 
said: "The difficulty is great, even insurmountable, whenever one attempts to 
establish the concept and function of faith in justification without its 
correlate, objective reconciliation and the Gospel. But if one starts from the 
correlative of faith, that is, the full reconciliation of the world that has taken 
place through Christ, and from the Gospel as the divine proclamation of the 
reconciliation that has taken place, it is difficult, even impossible, to 
conceive of faith in justification other than as an instrument: All thoughts 
that the faith itself must be of good quality, a good work, a "moral act", or 
that love, resp. the "becoming human betterment" supplies it with the 
justifying power (fides iustificans qua operibus formata) — all such thoughts 
do not fit into the situation created by Christ 1900 [now 2000] years ago. 
Because it is forgotten again and again, it must be said usque ad nauseam 
that the divine forgiveness of sins is a fact which has been established by 
Christ's representative work and is completely independent of any human 
quality and “improvement” (un Aoy1Co- 


1220) Apol. 96, 56 [Trigl. 137, 56]; 103, 86 [147, 86]; Formula of Concord. 612, 
13. [Trigl. 919, F. C., Sol. Decl., IIT, 13] 

1221) Quenstedt II, 789, especially distinctio VIII, IX, obiectionum d1dAvoic, V, 
p. 793; furthermore the note to $éa1c XI, P. 743 sq. 

1222) Geschichte der Protest. Theol. I, 294. 

1223) 2 Cor. 5:18 ff.; Rom. 3:24 ff. 
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LEvosc avtdic TA TAPATTOLATA avTaV, 2 Cor. 5:19), which is made known by 
God to men through the gospel (kai Tépevoc ev Huiv tov Adyov T1)¢ 
KatoAAayns). that it may be believed by men. The necessary space for the 
thought that faith itself must now again be quality ("moral deed") or create 
attributes in its function as a means of appropriation is only then available 
when the perfection of salvation through Christ and the Gospel as a message 
of grace is denied or forgotten. Admittedly, a part of the later Lutheran 
dogmatists were perplexed with the merely instrumental version of faith. 
These are namely the theologians, who, like the Helmstedt theologians and 
the school of Musaeans, give faith in its function as a means of appropriation 
a "less driving force main cause" of justification, causa impulsiva externa 
minus principalis, and thus attribute to faith, already in its expression, its 
own value apart from Christ's merit as the causa impulsiva externa 
principalis. °°” It came to the same conclusion when Musaeus called 
Christ's merit an imperfect (incompleta) driving cause, which only through 
faith becomes a causa impulsiva completa. Whereas Calov rightly notes: "It 
must be said that Christ's merit is the only driving cause, even though faith is 
subordinated to it by the taking of Christ's merit". !??>) The matter is to be 
noted: The merciful forgiveness of sins and the bestowal of salvation is not 
distributed in 3 ways: 1. to God's grace in Christ, 2. to the gospel or the 
means of grace, 3. to faith, so that one third would come to the grace 
acquired from Christ, 


1224) Baier defends the expression after the events of Musaeus (Baier-Walther 
UJ, 265 sq.). Calov fights him (1. c., p. 270). The detailed treatise by Calov, Loci X, 
623 sqq. Likewise, the quality of faith that justifies is attributed to it, in addition to 
God's grace, by the expression of the people of Helmstedt (Calixt) that faith, although 
justification is beyond its own power, is elevated to it by God's grace and order 
(elevari). There is no need for such "elevation", since complete justification is offered 
in the promise of the Gospel, and mere acceptance of it by faith is necessary. The 
"exaltation" or exaltation of the power of faith has only meaning in the assumption 
that faith must add something to the justifying and saving power of the Gospel. This 
is why the dogmatists say against Calixt: Fides elevata deprimenda [‘‘Faith is 
elevated to be lowered”). (Baier-Walther III, 274.) 

1225) Loci X, 638. 
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a second third to the means of grace, the third third to faith, nor in such a 
way that God's grace would account for 99 percent, and the other factors 1/2 
percent each, but it is in such a way that the whole is allotted to each of the 
factors, but in a different relationship. This is how Scripture speaks of the 
matter. Only the grace in Christ makes you saved,!”*® Only the Gospel or the 
means of grace make you saved,!”” Only faith makes you saved. '””8) Thus 
also the Formula of Concord (529, 10 [Trigl. 795, F. C., Epit, IIT, 10]) says: 
"By grace, without merit, without law ... which words all mean at the same 
time (omnia hoc ipsum dicunt) as: “By faith alone we shall be justified and 
saved.” The sharpest version of the mere instrumentality of faith is found in 
Luther. While Calov, for example, still asserts for the mere instrumental 
function of faith the fact that faith is not our work, but a pure gift of God, !?”?) 


Pere (donum Spiritus Sancti), but simply in so far as it has a 


relationship to Christ (qguatenus habet se correlative ad Christum). For here 
it is not primarily a question of where or what kind of work faith is, or how it 
surpasses other works, because faith does not justify in itself or by any virtue 
inherent in it (non per se aut virtute aligua intrinseca). ‘°° Of course, it is 
so: whoever denies faith as donum Dei and teaches synergistically with 
regard to the origin of faith cannot rightly teach of saving faith, because he 
conceives of faith as a partial work of man and thus teaches justification 
from works under the name and title of faith. But not everyone who teaches 
faith as donum Dei teaches rightly on justifying faith. He could still think of 
faith, not in so far as it correlative ad Christum se habet, grasps Christ, 
wants, desires, but in so far as faith receives gifts of grace in man or conveys 
effects of grace, thus in so far as faith is the 


1226) Rom 3:24: duca1obpevor d@pEcy TH TH AVTOV yapITL KTA Rom 11:6: i 5é 
Yapitt ovKETL ES Epyov. 

1227) 1 Cor. 15:2: &V od (scil, evayyehiov) Kai o@CeoGe; 1 Petr. 3:21: odCet 
Bartiopa. 

1229) Loci X, 632 sq. 1230) Corpus Ref. Il, 502 sq 
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faith is the source of sanctification. Is there then so much in the purely 
instrumental version of faith, thus also in the elimination of any quality of it, 
in justification? However, if the quality of faith is taken into account in the 
appropriation of the forgiveness of sins, the whole business is immediately 
shifted back to the field of law and works. Luther says: "To detach myself 
from looking at the law and works". "I tend to imagine that there is no 
quality in my heart called faith or love at all, but in its place I put Christ 
himself and say: ‘He is my Righteousness’.” !73 

Against the mere instrumentality of faith it has been argued that in the 
Scriptures it is also brought under the term "commandment of God" (Bvtoan, 
1 Joh. 3:23) and obedience is mentioned (jzaKon tictewc, Rom. 1:5; 
VINKOVOV TH Tiotel, Acts 6:7). In this connection, faith alone can only be 
understood as a moral achievement or as a work in the sense of the law, if it 
is separated from its object, the gospel, and the concept of the gospel is 
falsified. If we leave the Gospel as the message of the forgiveness of sins for 
Christ's sake, the expressions "commandment", "obedience" of faith, etc., 
express that God not only allows us to consider him merciful for Christ's 
sake, but that he even commands us to do so. Those expressions have 
therefore been called ‘concentrated gospel’. !7°) — It has also been pointed 
out that faith can also be called a "work" or "doing" of man, and was so 
called by Luther and the old Lutheran theologians, precisely in so far as faith 
takes hold of the grace of God 


1231) Gerhard also quotes these words of Luther, De iustif., § 164 

1232) Thus Dr. Walther used to tell in the lectures about a man who was 
challenged in his conscience by the expression "obedience of faith" (Rom. 1:5), 
because he turned this evangelical expression into a legal one by interpreting it: 
"God demands from me at least the performance of faith"; thus the promise of the 
forgiveness of sins is not merely a promise of grace. The temptation was overcome 
and the doubt was replaced by certainty and joy when he was reproached: The 
expression "obedience of faith" belongs in the Gospel and says: God not only allows 
you to consider him merciful, but he even commands you to do so. 


529 > Saving faith. [English edition ~ 441-442] 


and is distinguished from the works and virtues which it works in the 
justified. This is true. Luther says on Gen. 15:6: "Now say clearly what faith 
alone does, not what virtues it is associated with. Faith alone grasps the 
promise, believes God in his promise, and by offering him something, God 
reaches out and accepts it. Such a work belongs to faith alone as peculiar to 
it (hoc proprium solius fidei opus). Love, hope and patience deal with other 
things. !?°9) And on Jn 6:28.29 Luther says: Christ "speaks of the work that 
we are to do, which is to believe. For faith is a work that must be done by a 
human being."!?* But Luther immediately adds: "But where faith comes 
from, for no one has faith from himself, Christ will teach us that afterwards, 
since he says v. 44: No one comes to me, but that the Father draws him’; item 
v. 65: 'No one believes in me, for it is given to him by my Father’. From this 
it is clear in what sense Luther calls faith a "work" that man does, in the 
sense that the faith that seizes Christianity or the Gospel is an activity in the 
mind and will that makes man the subject and Christianity or the Gospel the 
object. The dogmatists formulate it thus: faith can be called a work if 


1233) Exeg. opp. Erl. Il, 303; St. L. I, 946 f. 

1234) D. Walther says to James 1:22 ff.: "The apostle understands by the 'word' 
nothing else than the gospel of Christ and by the 'doing' of the word nothing else than 
the faith in it. Do not think, however, that this is a forced explanation, for it is not 
uncommon in Scripture for faith to be called an action of the will of God and a work. 
Among other things, the Lord himself speaks: ‘If any man will do the will of him that 
sent me, he shall know whether this doctrine is of God, or whether I speak of myself,’ 
Jn 7:17, "But this is the will of him that sent me, that whosoever shall stand and 
believe in the Son shall have eternal life; and I will raise him up at the Last Day," Jn 
6:40. And when the Jews once asked the Lord "What shall we do that we may do the 
works of God?" He answered: "This is the work of God, that you believe in Him 
whom He has sent", Joh. 6:28-29. So when James says in our text ‘Be doers of the 
word, and not hearers only, that ye may deceive yourselves,’ he does not mean 
anything else but this: He who listens, reads and contemplates the Gospel diligently, 
but does not let it become a deed in himself, that is to say, does not believe in it with 
all his heart, is deceiving himself only by listening, reading and contemplating it. 
(Epistelpostille, p. 246.) 
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the word is not used in the specific sense (siétka@c) of a moral work of law, 
but in a general and wider sense, according to which it designates only a 
movement, an activity (actio) in the mind and will of man, which has man as 
its subject. It is not the Holy Spirit, but man who believes by the action of 
the Holy Spirit. 13> 

In their polemic against the Lutherans, the Romans finally asserted that 
according to Scripture, faith achieves forgiveness of sins through invocation, 
for example through the fifth petition: "Forgive us our trespasses". But 
praying for the forgiveness of sins was a work, and therefore faith could be 
considered a work for the forgiveness of sins. Gerhard replies that faith, 
however, achieves the forgiveness of sins through invocation and in 
invocation, but not through the work of invocation, but in and through this 
invocation is faith which is attached to God's promise of grace and relies on 
it, promissioni inhaeret — illi confidit. '°° 

Finally, we recall that there is a general protest against the purely 
instrumental version of faith in justification. Both the representatives of 
Rome and the Protestant synergists claim that in the purely instrumental 
version of faith, faith is reduced to a meaningless shadowy being, and even 
completely eliminated from the order of salvation. From the Lutheran axiom: 
Fides iustificat non propter se, ut est in homine qualitas [Faith justifies not 
for its own sake, as it is a quality in man”’], Bellarmin draws the conclusion 
that the Lutherans "do not ascribe anything to faith, but despise and destroy 
it completely". !?3” One argues so: If faith does not distinguish one person 
from another, or, to put it another way, if faith, in so far as it brings about the 
forgiveness of sins and blessedness, does not contain any human goodness of 
its own, 


1235) Quenstedt II, 1343: Potest fides dici opus . . active sumto vocabulo operis 
YEVIKOG, pro quacunque actione, sive relata, sive absoluta, non vero e101ka@c, pro tali 
opere bono morali, quod in lege praeceptum, hoc enim modo acceptum opus in actu 
iustificationis semper fidei opponitur. Est fides opus nulla ratione nostrum nisi 
subiective propter solam receptionem et exercitium, quo fit, ut spiritus sanctus non 
dicatur credere, sed homo. [Google 

1236) Loci, de iustif., § 182. 1237) Gerhard, de iustif:, § 164. 
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then the people who become righteous and blessed through faith would be no 
better for their person than those who are lost because of their unbelief, and 
God would be acting "arbitrarily" when he accepts the believers and rejects 
the unbelievers. God could then also save himself the detour "through faith" 
or "out of faith" altogether, and simply make all men saved out of his mercy 
in Christ without faith. The need is great! In order to remedy the need, the 
Romans have put into faith a meritum congrui, "a merit according to equity," 
but the Protestants, who cannot speak well of a meritum congrui, have called 
faith a "moral act," "right conduct," "self-determination for grace," etc., in 
order to lift up the need. In this way it is clear that the good people will be 
saved and the bad people will be lost. The Apology already knew this train 
of thought. It says there (p. 143 [Zrig/. 213, Art. III]): "But here they will 
say: If we are to be saved out of pure mercy, what is the difference between 
those who are saved and those who are not? If there is no merit, there is no 
difference between good and evil, and it follows that they shall be saved.” 
The argument moved the scholastics that they had invented the meritum 
condigni; for there must be a difference between those who are saved and 
those who are condemned. We add: the same argument has moved 
Protestants since Fea en SERIE to invent synergism, 
namely the teaching that faith is not merely donum Dei, but that it comes 
from man's right attitude towards grace. To this we must say: 1) According 
to Scripture, faith is necessary for the attainment of justification and 
salvation. He who believes will be saved; he who does not believe will be 
condemned. Apology: "The same faith makes the difference between those 
who are saved and those who are condemned” [Tvig/. 213, Art. II]. 2. 
According to Scripture, this faith that makes the difference is not only 
donum Dei (Eph 1:19-20), but also purely instrumental in the attainment of 
justification and salvation, without any intrinsic goodness and virtue, 
because Scripture sets this faith in opposition to every human goodness and 
virtue (Rom 3:28; Eph 2:8). Whoever puts his own goodness and virtue into 
faith plays va banque [“go to the bank’’]. Because in this version of faith 
grace is eliminated, because grace, 


wow 
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next to which human goodness and virtue is placed, is no longer grace (Rom. 
11:6). On the other hand, the faith itself is also eliminated, because faith has 
a way of building on grace once and for all (Rom. 11:22, 35). If we want to 
hold on to the scriptural concept, of saving grace, and the scriptural concept 
of saving faith, we have no choice but to keep our thoughts within the 
bounds (limites) that the Formula of Concord points out (716, 61-63 [Trigl. 
1083, F. C., Sol. Decl., XI, 61—63, from the German]): "Israel, that you 
should perish, the iniquity is yours; but that you should be helped, that is my 
grace.” According to the limited level of knowledge inherent in this life, 
there is no rational mediation between the two established truths, namely the 
salvation by grace through faith and the loss through one's own fault for the 
sake of unbelief. 

This point must be taken up again in the Doctrine of Conversion and in 
the Doctrine of the Election of Grace. 


6. Saving faith is fides directa. * 

The faith that seizes the promise of grace can exist without man being 
aware that he believes. The Christian believes, fide actuali, no matter 
whether he is awake or asleep, man or child. !73° Yes, faith is present even 
when the penitents, in statu tentationis, in the fear of their heart, think that 
they do not believe. 

. 39) The old Lutheran theologians 
distinguish perfectly between direct and reflective faith, fides directa et fides 
reflexa. By fides directa they understand the faith that is directly directed 
towards the forgiveness of sins offered in the promise of the gospel and that 
takes or wants to take. By fides reflexa they understand faith in so far as it 
makes itself an object of contemplation and recognizes its existence from its 
effects and fruits. 


1238) Luther. St. L. XI, 495. 
1239) If the expression is not merely an imprecise way of speaking, which can 
easily be undermined, but is meant seriously, it is usually based on synergism. It is 


thought that conversion comes about through "self-determination", "self-decision", 
the "right behavior" of man, or man can be converted "if he only wants to". 
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Not the fides reflexa, but only faith, insofar as it is fides directa, that is, 
directed only to the Gospel or Christianity, is medium Anat0kov of the grace 
of God. !*4°) Nevertheless, it must be noted that the Christian can and should 
recognize that he is in faith. This is assumed to be the normal state of affairs 
in Scripture. The jailer rejoiced that he had become a believer in God, Acts 
16:34; and Paul confesses on behalf of all Christians: "We believe according 
to the working of his mighty power", Eph. 1:19. Indeed, Christians are often 
uncertain about their state of faith. This uncertainty, however, should not be 
cultivated, but eliminated. !**” If we ask about the means of elimination, not 
all cases should be treated in the same way. Rather, the cause of the 
uncertainty must be considered. If the cause of the uncertainty is an increase 
in carnal security, e.g. in the careless use of the means of grace or in careless 
conduct in general, then we must begin with the uncovering of this damage, 
i.e. with the application of the law. This is the subject of 2 Cor. 13:5: 
"Examine yourselves, whether ye be in the faith; prove your own selves!." If 
the reason for the uncertainty is the foolishness of the conscience, which is 
afraid of the guilt of sin, the case is to be treated with the true gospel, that is, 
with the reference to the objective reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 4:25) 
and with the emphasis on the fact that God's grace in Christ is greater than 
all sins (Rom. 5:20-21). It should also be pointed out that a frightened 
sinner's desire for the grace of God in Christ or for faith in Christ (velle 
gratiam, velle accipere promissionem) is already faith itself, because the 
natural man cannot desire the grace of God in Christ, but can only respect it 
for folly. !74” 


1240) Cf. the quotations in Baier-Walther IIL, 147 sq. A. Knés: Actus fidei 
existunt in anima vel cum perceptione et reflexione, quod adsint, vel sine hac 
perceptione et reflexione; in illo casu fides a theologis reflexa dicitur, in hoc directa. 
[Google] (Instit. theol. practice. Holmiae 1768, p. 376.) Ad. Osiander: Ad specialem 
applicationem sufficit actus fidei directus, nec opus est actu reflexo. [“All that is 
required for the special apprehension is the direct act of faith; the reflexive action is 
not required.”’] (Coll, theol. V, 133.) 

1241) Chemnitz, Exam, De fide iustif. , p. 168. 

1242) Baier-Walther III, 164: Quando homo serium desiderium fidei et gratiae 
Dei habet, certo illud ipsum pro vera fide, quam infirma etiam esse videatur, 
habendum erit. ... Non ipsa caro et sanguis surgery aut operari potest eiusmodi 
solicitudinem de fide, sed ipsa est opus spiritus 
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As pastors we also face such cases in which the patient—we would like to 
say: with a certain obstinacy—desires from us the proof of the existence of 
his faith. In such stubborn cases, one will successfully put an end to self- 
torture by asking him to let the question of his former faith rest with him and 
now to seize the grace in faith promised to all sinners. 


7. Saving faith includes the certainty of grace. Faith and the testimony of 
the Holy Spirit. * 

In the summarizing presentation it has already been shown that faith is 
certain of its cause, namely the grace of God, and that it is divinely certain, 
because the grace of God is the object of faith and the grasping of this object 
is divine action in the heart of man. The ina can be 
taught only by those who take away the object of faith, that is, who substitute 
the Gospel and the Law or the whole of Scripture for it, or who let faith be 
not divine effect but human self-determination, human self-decision, moral 
deed, correct human conduct, etc. In fact, besides faith, doubt is still found in 
the Christian's heart. But doubt springs from the flesh that still clings to the 
Christian, and is not to be praised and cultivated as a virtue along with the 
Papists and synergists, but to be punished and fought against as a sin, 1 John 
5:10: “He that believeth not God hath made him a liar; because he believeth 
not the record that God gave of his Son.” !**9) Following the certitudo 
gratiae given with faith, the doctrine of the Gee S Sal has 
also been treated. We consider it a good teaching to distinguish between a 


direct or internal and an indirect or external witness of the Holy Spirit. The 
direct or inner testimony is faith 


Sancti, quod ipse operation in credentibus, quamquam sub actu tentationis vel 
maxime putent, se non habere fidem. [Google] (L. Hartmann, Pastorale ev. 1697, p. 
1144.) A. a. O., p. 148: Cum sensum fidei niillum deprehendimus, non statim animum 
abiiciamus, cum et desiderium fidei iam sit ipsa fides, licet infirma, Phil. 2:13. 
(“When we discover no sense of faith, let us not at once throw away our minds, since 
even the desire for faith is already faith itself, though weak.”] (Kromayer, Theol. 
pos.-pol. II, 336.) Also F. C.. 591, 13, 14 [Zrigl. 885, Sol. Decl., II, 13-14]. 

1243) Chemnitz, Loci, De iustif.., p. 279 sq. 
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itself, not something outside of and beside faith. Because faith is not a 
natural human product, but the promise of the Gospel that God has worked 
in the heart, the existence of faith is always accompanied by God's witness 
for the forgiveness of sins expressed in the Word. It says 1 Joh. 8:10 
explicitly: "Whoever believes in the Son of God has the testimony” (namely 
God's testimony that he has been begotten by his Son) "in himself", eyet thv 
Laptupiav ev éavto. So also the Apology (108, 113): "Faith' is actually or 
fides proprie dicta, when my heart and the Holy Spirit in my heart tells me 
that the promise of God is true and yes; the Scriptures speak of the same 
faith. The indirect or external testimony is present when the Holy Spirit 
brings forth perceptible fruits of faith that fall into the senses, such as love 
for God's word, Jn 8:47: "He who is of God hears God's word"; love for 
God, | Cor. 8:3: "If anyone loves God, he is known of him"; love of 
neighbor, I John 3,14: "We know that we have come from death to life, 
because we love our brothers"; overcoming the world, | John 5:4. 5: "All 
that is born of God overcomes the world. This external testimony, present in 
Christian works, is also a testimony of the Holy Spirit, because unbelievers 
who do not have the Holy Spirit are not able to do any of these things, as 
Lufher reminds us (XII, 794). Apology therefore (135, 155) calls the good 
works of Christians, besides Baptism and the Lord's Supper, "signs and 
testimonies" (signa et testimonia) of the forgiveness of sins. Of course, when 
adversity comes, that is, when, as Luther often reminds us, the devil makes 
even their best works appear to Christians as vain sins because of their 
inherent fragility, then it is necessary, contrary to all seeing and feeling, to 
keep the promise of grace that is objective and independent of all works. 


8. Saving faith is faith in the grace offered in the Word of the Gospel. * 
Because the justifying faith has the gospel as its object, it is at the same 
time said that it is always faith in the forgiveness of sins pronounced in the 
word of promise. We are dealing with a very crude reproduction of the 
enthusiasm of Zwingli, Schwenkfeld, Weigel, the Quakers, etc., when 
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modern "positive" theologians like Ihmels claim!*) that the faith of the first 
disciples did not arise from Christ's testimony of himself or not from the 
word of Christ, but rather "from the impression of reality under which the 
disciples stood daily". In a generalizing way, he adds: "Even today, only this 
is real faith in Jesus Christ, which is forced upon people by His appearance.". 
The exact opposite is true. According to Scripture, the faith that is connected 
with Christ is always faith through the word of Christ !* and in the word of 
Christ or in the Gospel. !*® Also the first disciples' faith in Christ was faith 
through the word and in the word, as Scripture still explicitly testified. 14” 
There is no faith in the Person of Christ without faith in the divine word of 
that Person, and there is no faith in the work of Christ or in the "Christian 
facts of salvation" without faith in the divine word of these facts of salvation. 
1248) Without Christ's word, there is no faith in Christ's work, but rather "in 
the air", as Luther often puts it. Even the exalted Christ does not want to act 
with man through "apparitions" and "impressions of reality", but only 
through his word, as far as faith and salvation are considered. '!*4) Christ's 
"apparitions" and his "impressions" without a word do not occur until the 
Last Day. !*°° Until then, the following applies: “If any man. . . consent not 
to wholesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . he is 
proud, knowing nothing”. !2) And what concerns specifically the faith in 
the forgiveness of sins: whoever has a faith "imposed" on him by the 
“apparition” of Christ, and not merely stemming from the Word of the 
Gospel and having the Gospel as his object, believes the forgiveness of his 
sins not on the basis of the divine promise, but on the basis of subjective 
impressions, changes, transformations, which he has "experienced" or thinks 
he has experienced. He stands in the middle of the camp of Rome and the 
enthusiasts. The object and thus also the essence of the justifying faith is 
abandoned. This is why the Lutheran 


1244) Ihmels, Zentralfragen, p. 89. 

1245) Rom 10:17: 4 miotic && axoye, 7 SE ako did pHpatos 'Séov. 

1246) Joh. 17:20: Christians until the Last Day miotevovtec 516 AGyov aLTmV 
(the apostles) etc eué (on Christ). [“believe on Me through their [the Apostles’ ] 
Word.” 

1247) Joh. 6:68; 15:3; 1:7; Matt. 1:20 ff.; Luke 2:10-20. 

1248) Rom. 10:14 ff. 1249) Joh. 8:31-32; 17:20. 

1250) 1 Cor. 13:12. 1251) 1 Tim.. 6:3 ff. 
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Confessions emphasizes so strongly the fact that the fides iustificans has as 

its object the forgiveness of sins offered in the Word: Diximus promissionem 

et fidem correlativa esse, and: Fides iustificans est velle et accipere oblatam 

promissionem remissionis peccatorum et iustificationis. [“We have said that 

promise and faith are correlative, and: Justifying faith is willing and 

accepting the offered promise of forgiveness of sins and justification.”] !7>” 
9. The faith of children. * 

Saving faith is found not only in adults, but also in children. Scripture 
teaches this by a. directly attributing faith to children, Matt. 18:6: 01 ptkpot 
Ol MloTEvbovTEs sic éué (scil. Xpiotdn) [“‘little ones which believe in me”; 
1253) 1 Joh. 2:14;!°>4 b. to give children the fruit and effect of faith, the 
kingdom of heaven, Mark. 10:14 : tv yap toobtHv Eotiv H Bactigia Tod 
Osod; Matt. 19:14; Luke 18:16 Anyone who denies faith to children does not 
do so on the basis of Scripture, but in contradiction to Scripture, for 
rationalistic reasons. The core of this has always been: children, because 
they have not yet come to the use of reason, are not yet capable of the 
influence of the Holy Spirit and thus of faith. On the other hand, Scripture 
not only testifies to the fact of the faith of children, as has just been 
demonstrated, but also expressly adds that the old must first be reduced to 
the child before they can enter the Kingdom of God. So little is the child's 
condition or the fact that he has not yet come to his senses an obstacle to 
becoming a believer. Luke 18:17: dujv Aéyo@ dyiv Gc Gv py SéENtaL TV 
Baotrsiav tod Osod wc natdiov, 


1252) Apol. 142, 203 [Trig/. 210, Art. Ill, 203] 225 [Trigl. 216, Art. Ill, 225]; 95, 
48. [Trigl. 135, Art. IV [IT], 48] 

1253) Meyer, however, does not want to understand the ptkpoi as well as the 
matdtov ToLovto, Vv. 5, as "real children" but as adult "simple and undemanding 
believers". But there is no reason to 'give' zatdiov in v. 5 a different meaning than in 
v. 4, where zo1diov undoubtedly designates a "real child": dot1¢ ovv tamewmost 
EQVTOV Hs To Tadiov Tovto KTA. Meyer has made dogmatic exegesis here. The right 
thing has.even de Wette. 

1254) “Eypaya vuiv matépsc Ott Eyv@xats Tov matépa "To know the Father" is 
of course so much as "to believe". With reference to the version of "children" here, 
Luther rightly observes: “Although the word 'children' here is meant to refer to the 
old, as Christ calls his disciples, it is certain that he is speaking of those who are 
younger than the young, that it is said that he is speaking of the young man of the 
house, who is under fifteen or eighteen years of age, not excluding anyone from the 
years up to the first year, for these are all called children.” (Sz. L. XI, 493.) 
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od LN sioéA Bn sic adtijv [“Verily, I say unto you, whosoever shall not 
receive the Kingdom of God as a little child shall in no wise enter therein’’]. 
Only the means by which God ignites faith in children can be questionable. 
This will be discussed in more detail in the Doctrine of Baptism. Concerning 
the ability of the children to receive the influence of the Holy Spirit or to 
become believers, the example of John the Baptist, who was already filled 
with the Holy Spirit in his mother's womb (Luke 1:15) is conclusive. This is, 
however, an extraordinary case from which no rule can be derived, but it 
proves stringently enough that children who have not yet come to use reason 
can believe. We cannot explain the exact nature of the faith of children. But 
on the basis of Scripture it is absolutely necessary to state that it is a faith 
that actually seizes Christ, Matt. 18:6: o1 miotevovtsc sic Eué. So the 
Lutheran teachers do not go beyond Scripture when they call the faith of the 
children fides actualis and reject the habitus otiosus (inactive state) and the 
mera potentia (the mere possibility of future faith) as a description of the 
faith of the children. They also say that the faith of children is not the fides 
reflexa, the faith associated with consciousness, but the fides directa, the 
faith that seizes the object peculiar to faith, Christ, the Savior of sinners. 
When of the modernist Thomasius says that the Holy Spirit in Baptism 
"seizes the innermost life of the soul of the child and turns it to grace", but 
does not want to call this "faith",!?>) this is related to the synergistic version 
of faith as a "conscious behavior" or a "conscious moral act". That faith is 
superior to consciousness is something that Luther explained very well when 
he wrote: "Tell me, then, where is the reason of the Christian believer when 
he sleeps, but his faith and God's grace never leaves him? Can faith remain 
here without the intervention of reason, so that it does not become aware of 
it, why should it also not begin in children before reason knows something 
about it? Again, I would also like to say of all the states in which a Christian 
lives and works or has to work, that he does not become aware of faith and 
reason, and yet faith does not abandon it.” (St. L. XI, 495.) 


1255) Christi Person und Werk IV, 156. 157. 
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Faith in various meanings and terminology. “ 

"Faith" (atottc) in the Scriptures also means faithfulness, reliability, 
both in God (Rom. 3:3; 2 Tim. 2:13) and in people (Gal. 5:22). That miotic 
Gal. 5:22 is to be taken in the meaning of "faithfulness" is clear from the 
position between the Christian virtues listed. !>® "Faith" in this sense is of 
course not to be included in justification, but belongs in the chapter on 
sanctification and good works. — From justifying faith, which has for its 
object only the forgiveness of sins offered in the Gospel, there is also to be 
distinguished faith insofar as it is directed to the divine promises of bodily 
goods and makes these bodily goods partakers, because it is fides iustificans 
only in that it trusts in the promise of the forgiveness of sins. But it must be 
noted here that trust in God, in so far as he promises bodily goods (for 
example, protection from danger and misfortune), always presupposes trust 
in the promise of the forgiveness of sins. No one will place himself, even for 
one night, in the saving hands of God unless he has faith in his heart that 
God has forgiven his sins. Luther and Chemnitz explain this in detail. !°5” 
Chemnitz’ longer version is summarized in the words Est sane differentia 
inter fidem apprehentem Christum, qui est finis legis ad iustitiam omni 
credenti, et inter exercitia fidei, quae circa alia oblecta versantur, sed 
camouflage illa ipsa exercitia fidei semper praesupponunt tanquam 
fundamentum Deum fide reconciliatum et eo semper reducuntur, ut certa sit 
fides et firma promissio in aliis obiectis. Et haec explicatio confirmatur 
illustri sententia Pauli 2 Cor. 1:20: Quotquot sunt promissiones, in Christo 
sunt vai kat aunv [Google]. For this reason, trust in God's promise in bodily 
things is in any case a sure sign (signum) that faith in the forgiveness of sins 
(the fides iustificationis) dwells in the heart, and this further explains that 
faith which has the object temporal things '?°®) is also called 


1256) Really Meyer, Zéckler. Also Calov: Fiducia, quae iustificationis causa 
est, hic locum non habet. 

1257) Luther, St. L. I, 2029 f. Chemnitz, Loci, De iustif., p. 263. 

1258) Rom. 4:17 ff. 
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faith in the forgiveness of sins. In this sense, Luther says: "In this way, even 
the faith of temporal things which is not yet seen before our eyes is identical 
(eadem fides) with the faith of justification and forgiveness of sins, by which 
we conclude and certainly believe that God is favorable and gracious to us 
and that He will faithfully and surely give us what He promises to give.” !” 
— Following the subjective term, according to which téong denotes the trust 
in the Gospel's gracefulness, the word is also used objectively, namely to 
denote the "economy of faith" or the doctrine that people yapis épyav vonov 
become just and saved through faith in the Gospel. Acts 6:7: Many priests 
DdANKOVOV TH Tiotet; Gal. 1:23: Paul now preaches tiv aiotw fv mote 
émop0et. Jude 3 then already designates tionc the whole Christian teaching 
when Judas exhorts the Christians éxayoviCeoOa1 th nag mapado0Eion toic 
ayioic miotet. This happens according to the principle: Denominatio fit a 
parte potiori [Denomination takes place on the part of the superior”), 
because faith in the Gospel is the characteristic part of the whole Christian 
doctrine. Older theologians have often unnecessarily taken mioyic in an 
objective sense. But the assertion that mioyic is always used only subjectively 
in the New Testament cannot be upheld. Even those who say that "faith" is 
always to be taken subjectively think of it objectively in places like the one 
mentioned, namely as "economy of faith", as "the way of salvation from 
faith", as "the word of faith", etc. In recent times one has partly come back 
from the assertion that mions is only subjectively used in Scripture. On mions 
of Jud. 3, 20 Grimm remarks: argumentum fidei christianae sive ea, quae a 
Christianis creduntur [“the argument of the Christian faith, or those things 
which are believed by Christians”] and Preuschen: "doctrinally shaped 
content of Christian preaching". '*® Hereby 


1259) St. L. Il, 2029. opp. XI, 266. this also includes Luther's dictum: Fides 
vocationis habet coniunctam necessario fidem iustificationis, cum sit in verbum 
vocantis Dei fidens ac praesumens; that is to say: if a pastor believes that God has 
called him to the ministry, he has a sure sign in it that he is also in the justifying faith. 

1260) In the lexicons at miotic, Luther also summarizes Romans 12:6 miotic 
objectively, namely as a norm for "prophecy", when he translates: "If someone has 
prophecy, it is similar to faith.” In the church postille (XII, 334), Luther explains that 
"similar to faith" as follows: "Hereby 
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all doctrine and interpretation of the Scriptures, which lead us out of our works, is 
utterly rejected. ... For what teaches us to cast out sin, and to be saved and pious, and 
to have a good conscience before God, other than by faith alone, without works, is 
immediately no more like faith, nor rhymes with it.” In his last sermon delivered in 
Wittenberg on January 17:1546 (St. L. XI, 1169 ff.), Luther then continues to 
counter "according to faith" with the human "conceit" in general, which without 
God's word about God and divine things makes its own thoughts. Luther's 
combination of thoughts is that the faith that seeks forgiveness of sins only in Christ 
is also active in that it keeps to Christ's word with regard to all teachings. Most recent 
commentators have dismissed Luther's view of Romans 12:6 as untenable and 
"antiquated". They want to use the subjective faith of those gifted with the zpogntsia 
[prophecy], or more precisely: the subjective assurance of faith that grows for the 
individual prophet from the measure of faith assigned to him. Read, for example, 
Zahn on Rom. 12:6. Luthardt expresses the same thought in this way: The prophet 
should "not increase himself falsely", that is, he should not say more than what he is 
confident is true according to the measure of his faith. The thought is certainly not 
contrary to Scripture. Just as no Christian should say more than he believes to be true, 
this rule naturally applies to the prophets of whom the apostle, Rom. 12, 1 Cor. 14, 
and others speak. The opposite would imply untruthfulness, which is forbidden in 
every individual. So it is not a difference in doctrine if Rom. 12:6 mitotic is 
understood by the "faith confidence" of the prophets. But the question is whether 
Luther's version of faith as an objective norm for the activity of rponteia does not 
deserve preference. The rejection of Luther's view is based on several incorrect 
assumptions: |. the assumption that ziottc is always to be taken in a subjective sense, 
whereas the examples given above can be compared; 2. the assumption that avadoyia 
here, v. 6, "is not different from pétpov, v. 3" (Meyer). Whereas Philippi rightly 
remarks: "It is much more likely that the change of étpov [measure] and é&vaAoyia 
[ratio] could indicate a different thought from the start. The arbitrary assumption that 
uétpov and avaAoyia are factually identical is connected with the fact that Meyer 
allows himself the paraphrase to the words katé thv avadoyiav miotems THs MiotEws: 
"According to the relationship of their faith the prophets have to use their prophetic 
gifts.” The "theirs" is read in here. However, v. 3 clearly expresses in the words 
"every one according to whom God has distributed the measure of faith" that there is 
talk about the faith of the individuals concerned. But v. 6 simply states that prophecy 
should act "according to the right proportion of the faith". Nothing is said here about 
the faith of the person who exercises mpognteia. 3. The rejection of Luther's view is 
mostly based on an overstretching of the concept of prophecy 1 Cor. 14, 1 Thess. 5 
by thinking of "immediate revelation", or at least of "special God-inspired speech". 
But such people were not the prophets described by the apostle in the above- 
mentioned passages. With regard to these prophets, the apostle certainly says on the 
one hand: "The prophecy 
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"living faith," it should be noted: The faith is alive insofar as it embraces 
Christ or the promise of grace. By doing good works, it is not alive, but 
rather proves to be alive before men. !7°)) 


The origin of faith in the gospel or the doctrine of conversion. 
(De conversione.) 
The apostasy from the Gospel and the return to the Roman doctrine of 
works, which Luther feared in his own midst,!?© appeared first and foremost 
in the doctrine of the origin of faith or in the doctrine of conversion, Luther 


(xpo@nteiac) do not despise!" 1 Thess. 5:20. But on the other hand the apostle insists 
that one has to watch this prophet closely. Paul immediately follows the admonition 
in 1 Thess. 5:20: "Do not despise prophecy" with the further admonition in v. 21: 
"But examine all things, and keep that which is good.” And 1 Cor. 14:37 the apostle 
explicitly says: "If anyone thinks he is a prophet (si tic Soket Sokei TPoHTIs sivar), 
let him acknowledge (extytw@oxétw) what I am writing to you, for the 
commandments of the LORD are found there.” So these prophets were people who 
were not directly inspired, but were bound by the words of the apostles and the 
prophets (Eph. 2:20) as the norm of their prophetic activity. These prophets belong in 
a gulf with the prophets, which, thank God, we still have even now in distant 
churches, when church members are driven by the Holy Spirit to teach on the basis of 
Scripture, for example in church meetings. Everything we read in 1 Cor. 14 and 
elsewhere (1 Cor. 11:4; 13:9; 1 Thess. 5:20-21) from mpognteioa and mpogntevew fits 
into this. If the question of truth and certainty arose with these prophets, they had to 
read the Scriptures and ask apostles like Paul: In short, they were prophets who could 
only come out as preachers and interpreters of the words of other people, namely the 
apostles and prophets in the true sense of the word. They were, if they did not 
improperly "exalt themselves", "interpreters of the Scriptures", but not “makers of 
Scripture”. Paul reminds them of this barrier with the words: site mpognteiav 
(EYOVTEG), KATO TIV Gvadoyiav Tic Tiotews (TpogntEedm pLEv). Therefore Luther and 
the ancient theologians rightly find in Rom 12:6 also an "exegetical principle" 
expressed. It is precisely in this passage that a principle is pronounced which, like all 
teaching in the church, call 
4 ". We as exegetes, like those prophets, cannot make Scripture, but can 
always only recite or interpret Scripture. 

1261) L. u. W. 1897, p. 300: "On the concept of ‘living’ faith" (by G. Mezger). 

1262) L. u. W. 1907, p. 485 ff. [F. Bente: “Did Luther subscribe to 
Melanchthon’s synergism?”] 
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had not only sharply rejected Erasmus' proposition that the natural man still 
had the ability to incline himself to God's grace (facultas applicandi se ad 
gratiam), but had also emphatically pointed out that Erasmus' error formed 
the very foundation of the Papacy. Luther had called all other points of 
contention with Rome "childishness" and "remote things" in comparison 
with the question of whether man's natural will still has power in spiritual 
matters. He had written against Erasmus: "I laud and praise this very much in 
you, that you alone, before all others, have attacked the thing itself, that is, 
the central point, and not me with those far-flung things (alienis illis causis). 
of the papacy, purgatory, indulgences and similar things which are more 
childish (nugae) than things. ... You alone have seen the point which is really 
at issue, and you have come to my throat (cardinem rerum vidisti et ipsum 
iugulum petisti), for which I thank you from my heart." !7°) 


. In Schmid-Hauck !*% the correct remark can be found: "By far the 
most important among the doctrinal struggles of the 16th century is the 
synergistic struggle. For if Melanchthon and the Philippists now also spoke 
of justification by faith (fide) or by faith alone (sola fide), the speech had lost 
its Christian meaning. If the faith to which justification is ascribed has come 
about through human participation, namely through the ability to send 
oneself to grace, then faith is no longer, as in Scripture, in opposition to the 
works of man (Rom 3:28; 4:6), but has itself been made a partial work of 
man, and with the Christian doctrine of justification without the law works 
through faith in the Gospel, which promises forgiveness of sins without the 
law works, it is over. It then comes to the same conclusion as Luther against 
Erasmus, 


1263) Opp. v. VII, 367th St. L. XVII, 1967. 
1264) Dogmengeschichte 4, p. 379. 
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that the Pelagians require more, the Synergists less for the works of men as 
the price for their salvation. !7°) 


. 267) Synergism is just as incompatible with the Christian 
doctrine of justification as Calvinism. As far as the synergists of the 
seventeenth century and the newer positive theologians are concerned, they 
usually avoid synergism in Melanchthonian form, that is, they avoid talking 
about a capacity of the natural man to send himself to grace. They prefer to 
speak of the way in which man, through the right use of the powers of grace 
that are communicated, determines the acceptance of grace. But they too 
think of a person who, before his conversion, has the ability to make proper 
use of the powers of grace that have been communicated. So only the way of 
speaking is changed. In fact, it remains with Erasmus' and Melanchthon’s 
facultas applicandi se ad gratiam. Because the representatives of synergism 
are interested in awakening in themselves and in others the idea that they 
have left the sola gratia in spite of everything, they are induced to operate 
with a whole series of illusory reasons. We must deal with these pseudo- 
reasons. But first we will present the doctrine of conversion in contrast to 
‘old and new errors’ in more detail than could be done in an overview of the 
order of salvation. 

1. What conversion consists of. (forma conversionis). Because God 
in Christ is graciously disposed toward men, and because he proclaims 


1265) Opp. v. a. VII, 342 St. L. XVUI, 1938 f. 
1266) At Augsburg in August 1530 by temporary abandonment of the sola fide; 
see F. Pieper, ""Grundbekenntnis", pp. 46 ff., [English 1930 ed. - pp. 50 ff.] the 


section: "The Augsburg Confession in danger and saved from danger", later (1536) 
by formulating the sentence: good works are necessary for salvation as causa sine 
qua non; see the clear statement of F. Bente, L. u. W. 1908, pp. 17 ff. 

1267) 
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this gracious disposition to men in the gospel (2 Cor. 5:19), the repentance or 
conversion of a person to God does not consist of attempts to improve one's 
life or to do outwardly good works or to awaken "religious" feelings of any 
kind in oneself, but only in the fact that the person becomes a believer in the 
gospel (in Christ, in the gracious God, etc.) under the terrores conscientiae, 
i.e., under despair of all his own morals and all his own actions. Acts 11:21: 
TMOAUS TE APLOLOs O MloTEvOUc EtéoTPEWeEV Ei TOV KUptov, Luther: "To 
convert to God is to believe in Christ, that He is our mediator, and through 
Him we have eternal life.” “Therefore, if you want to be converted, it is 
necessary that you be terrified or killed, that is, that you have a fearful and 
trembling conscience. Now if this has happened in such a way, then comfort 
must also be received, not from any work you have done, but from the work 
of God, who sent his Son Jesus Christ into the world for this reason, so that 
he preached the comfort of mercy to terrified sinners, by grace, for nothing. 
This is the way to be converted; other ways are aberrations." !7°°) It is 
therefore entirely in keeping with Scripture when Lutheran teachers say that 
the essence of conversion (forma conversionis) consists in the kindling of 
faith in Christ. '°& The concept of conversion, according to which the same 
should consist in a moral improvement of life (reformatio vitae) or ina 
"moral act" of man, is outside the framework of Christianity, because it 
places the return to God in the works of man and thus denies the reconciling 
work of Christ. An outward improvement of life has great value for the state 
and civil life. But through this man does not return—not even in the 


1268) St. L. XMM, 1101; V, 590. 

1269) Quenstedt: Forma conversionis consistit in hominis irregeniti e statu irae 
et peccati in statum gratiae ac fidei, e regno tenebrarum in regnum luminis 
translatione. [“Forma conversionis consistit in hominis irregeniti e statu irae et 
peccati in statum gratiae ac fidei, e regno tenebrarum in regnum luminis 
translatione.”’| (II, 706.) Baier: Terminus conversionis ad quem, quo acquisito aut 
obtento, homo conversus dicitur, isque formalis est fides in Christum. Ita Act. 11:21 
dicuntur peccatores converti ad Dominum miotevovtec, credentes, seu formaliter (in 
essence) per hoc, quod credunt aut credentes fiunt. [Google] (Comp. II, 195.) 
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beginning 1270)—to God, that is, in God's fellowship of grace. This happens 
in any case only by the fact that the sinner, condemned to death by the law in 
his conscience, believes the grace that Christ has acquired and offers in the 
Gospel. 

It should therefore be noted with regard to the terminus a quo and ad 
quem conversionis: As long as a person has not yet believed in the Gospel of 
Christ crucified, he is unconverted, whether he is civilly vicious or civilly 
righteous, uneducated or educated, a barbarian or a man of culture, unknown 
to Christian doctrine or outwardly acquainted with it. In Eph. 2:12 it says 
indiscriminately of all who are ywpic Xpiotov [without Christ]: éAntda wy 
éyovtEs Kai G8Eo1 Ev TH KOop@ [“having no hope, and without God in the 
worl”]. But as soon as faith in Christ is present—and even if only the first 
spark of faith glows in the heart—the conversion to God has taken place. 
Eph. 2:13 , it says of all those who have become believers in Christ: bpeic of 
MOTE OVTEG HaKpav éyevNOntse Eyydc Ev TH atLaTLTOD Xptotod [“you who 
were far off have been brought near in the blood of Christ”’]. 

Of course, Scripture also says that man is converted from the doing of 
sin to the keeping of the statutes of God. 7’ But in these scriptural 
statements conversion is described according to the fruits inseparably 
connected with conversion of the heart, and through which conversion of the 
heart must become evident to people who cannot see into the heart. The 
conversion of man is primo loco, in the true and narrow sense, conversion to 
the Gospel or to Christ, the Savior of sinners. (Acts 11:20-21; 1 Petr. 2:26.) 
Conversion to the law or to the doing of God's will in the law happens 
indirectly as a result of conversion to the Gospel. !?”” 

2. The Cause of the Conversion. * (causa efficiens principalis 
conversionis). There are logically three different answers to the question of 
who is effective in conversion, and there are in fact three possible answers. 


1270) This will be explained in more detail later. 

1271) Ezekiel 18:21: "Where the wicked man repents of all his sins which he 
has done, and keeps all my judgments, and does right and good, he shall live and not 
die. 1 Kings 8:35, etc. 

1272) Apology 171, 28 [Zrigl. 259, VIL [V], 28]: “We have ascribed to 
repentance [or conversion] these two parts, contrition and faith. If anyone desires to 
add a third, namely, fruits worthy of repentance, 1. e., a change of the entire life and 
character for the better [good works which shall and must follow conversion], we will 
not make any opposition.” 
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It has been said: a. Man works conversion (Pelagianism); b. Man and God 
work conversion, either so that man begins conversion and God completes it 
(Semi-Pelagianism), or so that God begins conversion and man completes it 
(Synergism); !?”9) c. God alone works conversion (monergism), man is only 
subiectum convertendum, that is, man is not active for his conversion, but 
experiences or suffers the conversion that God alone works in him. This is 
the teaching of Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. 

As far as Scripture is concerned, it teaches quite powerfully that God 
alone is effective in conversion. It does this, a. by not only denying man 
every ability to believe the gospel (Jn 6:44: ovdsic Sbvatat EABEiv mpc LE; 1 
Cor. 2:14: ov d6vata1 yv@vat), but also by attributing to him a reluctance to 
believe the gospel as long as he is a natural, unconverted human being (1 
Cor. 2:14: woytkds Gv8pa@noc ov éyETAL TA TOV MVEDLLATOS Tov WEov, Lapia 
yap av to éottv). Scripture teaches the sole efficacy of God, b. by positively 
stating that becoming a believer in Christ is an effect of divine grace and 
omnipotence (Phil. 1:29: vpiv éyapioS$n to Etc avtdv miotEvetv; Eph. 1:19-20: 
MIOTEVOVTEG KOTO THV EVEPYELAV TOV KPATOUG THC loxHOG AVTOV KTA.), 
furthermore as a birth from God (Joh. 1:12-13: miotebovtEc Eig to Ovona 
aVTOV, Ot ... Ek Deov éEyevvi|'Syoav), as a raising from the dead (Col. 2:12: 
ownyépSnte dia Tic TiotEws THs Evepysiac Tov BEov Tov EyEipavtos AVTOV 
ek vekpov) and parallelized with the creation of light at the creation of the 
world (2 Cor. 4:6: 6 td 6 simmv EK CKOTOUG OMS AGLWaL, Os sAapLWEV EV 
THIS KAPSIAIS NUMV TPdG PMTLOLOV Tic yv@oEws THs 5OENs Tov Yeov Ev 
Tpoownw Inoov’ Xpiotov). In such decisive and manifold ways, Scripture 
testifies to the emergence of faith in the gospel as God's work alone. 
Everything that has been said against it, and is still being said, is based on 
considerations that come from an area outside of Scripture. This is to be 
explained in more detail under the section "Objections to the sole activity of 
God". 


1273) Cf. the historical account of F. C., 606, 75-77 [Trigl. 909. Sol. Decl., II. 
75—77]. 
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When we ask about the teaching of the Lutheran Confessions, it 
summarizes the scriptural doctrine of monergism in the following words 
(694:25 [Trigl. 891, F. C., Sol. Decl., II, 25]): “In this manner, too, the Holy 
Scriptures ascribe conversion, faith in Christ, regeneration, renewal, and all 
that belongs to their efficacious beginning and completion, not to the human 
powers of the natural free will, neither entirely, nor half, nor in any, even the 
least or most inconsiderable part, but in solidum, that is, entirely, solely, to 
the divine working and the Holy Ghost” The Lutheran Confessions add the 
following details: There are not three working causes of conversion (the 
Holy Spirit, the Word of God and the unopposed human will), but only two 
(the Holy Spirit and the Word of God). The human will plays only the role of 
a subiectum convertendum, that is, the one to be converted. The human will 
does nothing for conversion (nihil confert), but only experiences conversion, 
tantum patitur, quod Deus in homine agit. (610, 90; 609, 89. [Trigl. 915, F. 
C., Sol. Decl., II, 90, 89]) And the fact that man does not put his hand to 
work at his conversion, but behaves only in suffering (pure passive, tanquam 
subiectum patiens) during this process, comes from his condition after the 
fall, namely from this, says the Confessions, that the human will cannot send 
itself to the grace of God, but out of an innate, evil, rebellious nature (pro 
insita sua rebelli et contumaci natura) 1s hostile to God and his will 
(hostiliter repugnat), where it is not enlightened and governed by God's 
Spirit. (592, 18 ff. [Zrigl. 887, F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 18]) This kind of human 
will, which is hostile to the Gospel, is also explained in the Confessions by 
the image of a stone or block (lapis, truncus). It says: In conversion, man is 
a. by no means a stone or block, b. worse than a stone or block. He is not a 
stone or a block, inasmuch as man is still a reasonable creature after the fall, 
which has mind and will and experiences God's effect in his mind and will. 
Man is worse than a stone and a block; for a stone or block does not resist 
the one who moves it, but man resists the word and will of God until God 
awakens him 


549 > The Doctrine of conversion. [English edition ~ 457-458] 


from the death of sins, enlightens him and renews him. (692, 59; 694, 24; 
693, 19 [Trigl. 905, F. C., Sol. Decl., II, 59; 891, ibid., 24; 889, ibid., 19]) 
The Confessions therefore warn, also in the doctrine of conversion, against 
certain ways of speaking that are "not similar to the form of sound doctrine", 
as if someone wanted to say that God draws those who want to, or that 
human will is not idle in conversion, but also works something (von est 
otiosa, sed agit aliquid). To speak of the matter correctly, it must be said that 
man does not cooperate with the Holy Spirit already at conversion, but only 
after conversion (526:16-17 [Trigl. 791, F. C., Epit., III, 16-17]): "On the 
other hand it is rightly said that God, in conversion, by drawing the Holy 
Spirit, makes unruly, unwilling people out of recalcitrant, unwilling men, 
and that after such conversion in daily practice man's repentant will does not 
go idly, but also cooperates in all the works of the Holy Spirit which he does 
through us.” Such is the power of monergism taught and synergism rejected 
in the Lutheran Confessions. 

In discussing the causa efficiens conversionis, we must not lose sight of 
the forma conversionis, that is, that conversion consists in becoming 
believers in the Gospel. The natural man, with the intention of coming closer 
to God, can do amazing and admirable works, such as making pilgrimages 
around the world, giving all his possessions to the poor and letting his body 
burn. But he simply cannot believe that God would be merciful to him, 


without all his doing, for Christ's sake alone. This divine thought, which has 
never tered a human heart (1 Cor. 2:9}, is not only completely 


uncomprehending to the natural man (ov d0vatat yv@vat), but positively 
hostile to him (u@pia avta éottv, Iovdaioic nev oKavdaAov, "EAANOL 6 
popia 1 Cor. 2:14; 1:23). As long as and in so far as man thinks and judges 
according to his natural way, he thinks of conversion to God as being in the 
field of works, moral action, moral achievement, self-determination, right 
behavior against grace, etc. The Apology expresses this state of affairs in the 
following words: "This opinion of the law" (scil... that one comes to God's 
grace through works) "is by nature 
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in the spirit of man and cannot be driven out of us in any other way than by 
divine instruction.” !? Therefore, according to his innate opinio legis, man 
is quite able and willing to reject the Gospel, he is qualified for the facultas 
aversandi gratiam, but he is totally incapable and unwilling to accept the 
Gospel, he is not qualified for the facultas se applicandi ad gratiam, which 
is an Erasmian-Melanchthonian facultas. Every conversion that actually 
takes place is such that God changes (renews, transforms) the human heart 
so that it abandons its own actions and trusts in the grace offered by the 
Gospel. Luther therefore calls God's effect of faith in man "as great a work 
as if he created heaven and earth anew".!””) Recent ones speak of an 
"upward movement" in the natural human being, a sincere striving for 
reconciliation with God and for immortality. In this they see a "starting 
point" for conversion. !*”° But they forget that this move and this striving 
"upwards" is in the direction of the Law, that is, in the opposite direction of 
the real coming to God. The "upward pull" on the line of the Law was 
particularly strongly developed in Paul before his conversion. But according 
to his own authentic account, the train did not bring him closer to God, but 
made him "exceedingly nonsensical" (nepiocws Eupotvopevoc) to Christ and 
the Gospel (Acts 26:9 ff.). 

3. The means by which conversion takes place. * (media, quibus 
conversio a Deo efficitur). If conversion consists in a person believing in the 
forgiveness of sins offered in the Gospel, the means of conversion is the 
Gospel. The same Gospel, which according to its content is a scandal to the 
Jews and a folly to the Greeks, has the wonderful quality of giving itself 
recognition, that is, faith. This has already been explained (p. 477 ff.). 


1274) Apol. 134, 144 [Trigl. 197, IIL, 144]: Opera incurrunt hominibus in 
oculos. Haec naturaliter miratur humana ratio, et quia tantum opera cernit, fidem 
non intelligit neque considerat, ideo somniat haec opera mereri remissionem 
peccatorum. Haec opinio legis haeret naturaliter in animis hominum neque excuti 
potest, nisi quum divinitus docemur. [Google 

1275) Footnote 1103 [Sz L. IX: 972]. 

1276) Cf. Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 286, especially Kahnis, Dogmatik 2 I, 516 ff. 
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Where conversions are to take place, the gospel must be heard or read,'?”” 
and all those who want to remain in the state of conversion must continue to 
use the gospel. But since no one accepts the grace offered in the gospel 
unless he first gives up eternally for his sins, the preaching of the gospel 
must be preceded and followed by the preaching of the law. Rom. 3:20: 614 
yap VOLOV voLLOV éxtyv@ots apaptias. The sermon of the law is also served 
by external ways of life (need, Luke 15:14-18; Acts 16:26. ff.; Ps. 119:71, 
and well-being, Rom. 2:4), which God lets come upon men, and which one 
has appropriately called concio legis realis. '!*’ In short, if there is to be 
conversion to God, the Law and the Gospel must be preached in proper 
connection and in proper distinction. It is a gross misuse of the Scriptural 
teaching of God's sole efficacy in conversion if people therefore want to put 
off hearing the Word of God and expect an immediate conversion. The 
Lutheran Confessions warns most emphatically against this abuse. !?””) 

4. The inner processes during conversion. * (motus interni, quibus 
conversio absolvitur). If conversion is effected through the Gospel with the 
help of the law, then this already describes the inner processes under which 
conversion takes place. These are a. the terrors of conscience (terrores 
conscientiae) which the heart feels for the sin recognized by the law, Acts 
16:29-30: Evtpopios yevouEvos .... EON Kvptot ti se dei zo1Eiv iva GMBH; b. 
the trust of the heart (fiducia cordis) in the forgiveness of sins, which is 
promised in the Gospel, Acts 16:31: Iliotevoov éni tov Kbptov Inoodtv kai 
owOijon; conversion thus includes repentance and faith. Where these inner 
processes, worked by the Holy Spirit through law and gospel, are not 
present, there is no conversion. Where they are, there is no doubt about true 
conversion. When asked about the quantity of repentance and faith, it must 
be said that there is no particular degree of neither repentance nor faith to be 
demanded. True 


1277) Rom. 10, 14-17; Joh. 5:39; 17:20. 
1278) Baier, Compendium, ed. Walther, I, 217. 
1279) F. C.. 599, 46 [Trigl. 899, Sol. Decl., II, 46]; 601, 54 [Trigl. 903, 54]. 
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repentance is present when man not only fears the temporal punishments of 
his sins, but gives up as eternally lost for his sins, Acts 16:30: Repentance 
out of love for God does not belong to conversion, but follows only after 
faith in Christ. True faith is there when only a spark of faith (scintillula fidei, 
F. C. 601, 54 [Zrigl. 903, 54]) glows in the heart, that is, when even a desire 
or longing for God's grace is present in Christ (desiderium gratiae divinae et 
aeternae salutis, F.C. 591, 14 [Trigl. 885, 14]). It is of the utmost 
importance to describe correctly the interior processes by which conversion 
takes place. First, it is necessary to resist both carnal security and despair. 
This can only happen if we do not count too little or too much for 
conversion. We would promote carnal security if we taught conversion 
without terrores conscientiae, and we would, as much as there is in us, drive 
souls to despair if we would count more than trust in the forgiveness of sins 
promised in the Gospel to bring about conversion. Secondly, it is necessary 
to resist the slander by the synergists. As experience teaches, the synergists 
have the habit of accusing those who do not accept human participation for 
conversion of being forced to teach a forced conversion without inner 
movement in the heart and conscience of man. The Lutheran Confessions 
also repeatedly and in great detail sharpen the inner processes of conversion 
in the face of this slander. F. C. 601, 54 [Trig/. 903, 54]: "Through this 
means, namely the preaching and hearing of His Word, God works and 
breaks our hearts and teaches man that through the preaching of the law he 
recognizes his sin and God's wrath and feels true terror, repentance and 
suffering in his heart, and through the preaching and contemplation of the 
holy Gospel of the gracious forgiveness of sins in Christ, a spark of faith is 
kindled in him, he accepts the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake and 
consoles himself with the promise of the Gospel." 178” 

5. Conversion happens at the moment. * (conversio momentanea est). 
Since conversion takes place by believing in God who is gracious through 
Christ, it always happens 


1280) F. C.. 608, 82. 83 [Zrigl. 913, 82-83]; 609, 89 [Trigl. 915, 89]. 
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at the moment when, among the terrores conscientiae, a spark of faith is 
kindled in the heart or a desire for the grace of God is worked in Christ. We 
can speak of gradual (successive) conversion only if we count as conversion 
certain movements of the heart which in most cases precede the kindling of 
faith and which may last for a longer or shorter time. !?8” The doctrine of an 
intermediate state between conversion and non-conversion (status medius, 
homo renascens, homo in statu medio constitutus) is an anti-scriptural and 
dangerous synergistic-pietistic assumption. It is contrary to Scripture 
because Scripture knows only two classes of people, believers and non- 
believers, converts and unconverts. According to Scripture, it is impossible 
for an individual to be, even for a short time, both unbeliever and believer, 
under wrath and under grace, in death and in life.!78” But the acceptance of a 
state of medium is also a doctrine dangerous to the soul. For it tempts first of 
all to treat already converted people as unconverted and thus to torture them 
unnecessarily, even to plunge them into despair. Such souls, in whom the 
Holy Spirit has already worked both the horrors of conscience and the 
wanting or desiring of God's grace in Christ, and who should therefore be 
treated as already believing children 


1281) Mat has called these movements motus praeparatorii Luther and 
Chemnitz also speak of a praeparatio from grace, but not in the sense that man 
prepares himself for conversion, but in the sense that God, through his alone action, 
leads man to conversion. Only in God's hand is the law a disciplinarian from Christ. 
How one has spoken of actus praeparatorii in both the right and the wrong sense is 
explained in detail in my paper "On the Unification of the American Lutheran 
Church", 2nd ed., pp. 75 ff. The motus praeparatorii can only be called good in so far 
as they are by God; seen from the nature of man, whose will is still hostile to God 
before faith in the Gospel, the motus carnales are ober animales. (op. cit., p. 85.) 

1282) Joh. 3:18, 36, 6; Mark. 16:16, etc. - Walther (Northern District Report 
1873, pp. 41-42): "He who teaches that one may be converted, but cannot be fully 
converted, contradicts the Scriptures, which always know of only two conditions, 
either death or life. He who is not in grace is under wrath; he who is not in life is still 
in death; he who is not on the way of heaven is on the way of hell; he who is not a 
saved man is a damned man. There is no twilight, no middle state between light and 
darkness." 
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of God,!*8) are warned against confident trust in God's grace, because 
knowledge of sin and experience of grace are allegedly not yet deep enough, 
faith still lacks the necessary quality and quantity, the struggle of the spirit 
against the flesh is not yet victorious enough, conscious self-determination 
or self-decision for grace is still lacking, the individual acts of faith have not 
yet condensed into the habitus of faith, etc. 1? On the other hand, in the 
assumption of a process of conversion in the sense of status medius there is 
the danger that souls are led into self-righteousness. The fact that God is 
already reconciled with the whole human world through Christ's vicarious 
satisfaction with the whole human world is relegated to the background, and 
the idea is created that conversion to God does not take place both through 
faith in the grace of God in Christ and through free self-determination for 
grace, through right behavior toward grace, through the killing of the old 
man, in short, through human achievements. Chemnitz has also been called 
upon for the "process of conversion" in the course of which man already 
participates (active se habere) in order to bring about conversion. So in the 
17th century Latermann, the Musaeus School and the more recent Lutherans. 
'285) Quenstedt and Calov are said to have gone beyond Chemnitz, if they let 
the conversion in the true sense, i.e. the conversion taken for the spark of 
faith, take place in a moment. !78° But there is a misunderstanding of 
Chemnitz. Chemnitz certainly ascribes the struggle of the flesh and spirit to 
the man to whom the first beginnings of faith and conversion are given. !87) 
But for Chemnitz, the person to whom the first beginnings of faith come is 
already spiritually alive or converted, the word conversion 


1283) The Formula of Concord reminds us of this so powerfully p. 591, 14 
[Trigl. 885, Sol. Decl., I, 14] 


1285) Baier, Compendium Il, 222 sq. American synergists have also 
erroneously referred to Chemnitz; cf. L. u. W. 1894, p. 47 f. 

1286) So Luthardt, Compendium, p. 287. 

1287) See Loci, De libero arbitrio, c. 7, de quaestione, an voluntas in 
conversione liabeat se mere passive, p. m. 199: Quando gratia praeveniens, id est, 
prima initia fidei et conversionis, homini dantur, statim incipit lucta carnis et 
Spiritus. [When prevenient grace, that is, the first beginnings of faith and 
conversion, are given to man, the struggle of the flesh and the Spirit immediately 
begins.” 
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taken in the narrower sense, for becoming a believer in Christ. Just as also 
the Formula of Concord (591, 14 [Zrig/. 885, Sol. Decl., II, 14]) calls those 
"pious Christians” "feel and sense a little spark and longing for God's grace 
... 1n their heart", and (601, 54 [Trig]. 903, ibid., 54]) the entry into the 
fellowship of grace can be accomplished by "lighting a little spark of faith 
(scintillula fidei) in him (man), accepting the promise of the forgiveness of 
sins and consoling themselves with the promise of the Gospel". The fact that 
Chemnitz considers man, to whom he attributes the first beginnings of faith 
and the struggle of the flesh and the spirit, to be already spiritually alive and 
believing, he expressly declares himself, when he applies the following 
scriptural statements to the man, to whom the first beginnings of faith are 
given: " the Lord in Luke 19:13 says, by giving the talents to the servants: 
‘Occupy till I come’; he does not say: hide my talent in the earth, Matt. 
25:25. And Paul needs a very significant word 2 Tim. 1:6: "I remind you that 
you awaken (avaCwmvpetv) the gift of God that is in you. The assumption 
that Chemnitz ascribes these activities to a person who has not yet been 
converted is excluded. One does not consider the context in which these 
words, which have been so persistently misused, are used in Chemnitz. 
Chemnitz turns against the enthusiasts, who thus think: "I will wait safely 
and idly until the renewal or conversion after the steps mentioned will be 
completed by the action of the Holy Spirit without any movement on my 
part". Chemnitz wants to ward off this enthusiastic thought and adds as 
justification: "For it cannot be shown by the clock (in puncto aliquo 
mathematico) the time when the liberated will begins to act, but as soon as 
the obliging grace, that is, the first beginnings of faith and conversion, is 
given to man, the battle of flesh and spirit begins immediately. According to 
this, Chemnitz also teaches a conversion that happens in the moment. It is 
the moment when "the prima initia fidei et conversionis homini dantur". 
Only this moment cannot be shown in terms of aliquo mathematico. 
Incidentally, this whole struggle against " instantaneous conversion" is based 
on self-deception. The struggle is not at all about instantaneous conversion. 
The old and new fighters of the same assume even a moment when they 
declare 
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man converted. For Baier, this is the moment when the sufficiently repeated 
and strengthened acts of faith enter into the habitus of faith. '788) With newer 
theologians this is the moment when man under divine inspiration allegedly 
"freely", "consciously" for the grace "determines himself" or "decides", 
transforms the possibility of faith by "human will decision" into the act of 
faith. The struggle against instantaneous conversion is in reality for sola Dei 
gratia. Conversion is to be thought of "partly as a work of grace, partly as an 
achievement of man",!”®°) or God is only to "establish" faith, not to work 
faith. '?°° In other words, man's conversion to God is not at all understood as 
the seizure of God's grace in Christ, with total despair at his own work 
(terrores conscientiae), but is transferred to the field of "moral" 
achievement, in short, works. In order to conceal this state of affairs for 
oneself and others, one speaks against the "instantaneous conversion" and is 
so vividly interested in a "gradual conversion", because the semi-darkness of 
gradualness offers the opportunity, at the individual stages of the "process of 
conversion", to gradually and covertly affix human work, "self- 
determination", "right behavior against grace", etc. In this way, already in 
this life one gains an answer to the question which Luther and the Formula 
of Concord want to have postponed to eternal life, namely the answer to the 
question why, of two people who both live under the sound of the Word of 
God, one is converted and the other is not. The one who is converted is the 
one who, in the course of the conversion process, distinguishes himself 
before the other by "right behavior" towards grace. This point is to be 
discussed in more detail in the section "Objections against the sole 


effectiveness of God in conversion". !?79)) 


1288) Compendium II, 202, § 27. 

1289) Luthardt, Comp. d. Dogmatik, p. 283. 

1290) Luthardt, Die christl. Glaubenslehre, 1898, p. 442. 

1291) If, in the assumption of gradual conversion, human merit (meritum 
congrui) is not gradually applied, nothing is gained in explaining the fact that of two 
people one is converted while the other remains unconverted. If God alone works 
conversion, whether God works conversion in a moment, in four weeks or in a year is 
of no consequence for the comprehensibility of that fact. The question then comes up 
again 
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6. Conversion can be prevented by man. “ (gratia conversionis 
resistibilis est). Although God alone, and with almighty power (Eph. 1:19; 2 
Cor. 4:6), works to bring about conversion, man can prevent his conversion, 
Matt. 23:37: od« NOEAjoats, Acts 7:51: to avebdpatt TO ayiy Gvtimintete. 
1292) We know of no other reason for this fact than that God does not work 
conversion directly or in covered majesty, but by the means of His Word. 
When Christ works, as in the Last Day, in revealed divine majesty (€v ti 
40En adtod the possibility of resistance is excluded: all nations (mavta TO 
€0vn)will be gathered before Him (Matt. 25:31). When the same Christ, 
through the means of the Word, wanted to gather people to Himself: "Come 
unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest" 
(Matt. 11:28) and gather the children of Jerusalem like a hen gathers her 
chicks under her wings (Matt. 23:37), resistance was possible. Christ himself 
reports the result: “Ye would not!” Scripture expressly forbids us to interpret 


the divine effect through the means of the Word as less divine or less 


omnipotent. !79) 


why not all people are converted in the conversion process that extends over a longer 
period of time. The situation is the same as when the world was created. If the world 
really had been created in "six periods of indefinite duration" instead of six days, the 
creation of the world would still remain the same incomprehensible miracle of 
omnipotence. If our present marvelous generation consoles itself with the six periods 
of indefinite duration, the consolation does not lie in the long periods, but in the fact 
that one allows oneself, in the darkness of the periods, to put a kind of self- 
development of the world (evolution) in place of the gradually working omnipotence 
of God. Thus the consolation of conversion for the hosts of synergistic thoughts does 
not actually lie in the gradualness of conversion, but in the injection of "moral" 
achievement into gradualness. Nothing else is the real meaning of opposition to the 
conversion that is taking place in an instant. 

1292) Cf. the article "Resistible and irresistible grace", L. u. W. 1887, p. 117 ff. 

1293) Eph. 1:19-20 (kata tiv évépystav tod Kpatove Tic isybos abtod); 1 Cor. 
2:5 (év dvvapet God); Joh. 1:12-13 (Ek Oeod éyewnOnoav). Quenstedt II, 713: 
Hominis conversio est solius gratiae divinae operantis actio et perficitur per eandem 
infinitam potentiam, per quam Deus ex nihilo aliquid creat et ex mortuis resuscitat. 
(“The conversion of man is only the action of the grace of God at work, and is 
accomplished by the same infinite power by which God creates something out of 
nothing and raises it from the dead.”] 
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So we have to leave it at the fact that Luther has also stated: God by means 
can be resisted, God in revealed majesty cannot be resisted. !7°* On this 
point both the Calvinists and the Synergists are mistaken. The Calvinists 
eliminate gratia universalis by means of gratia resistibilis, claiming that 
what God seriously intends must actually happen in every case. "It cannot be 
supposed that God intends what is never accomplished." !° The Synergists 
eliminate sola gratia by means of gratia resistibilis, claiming that 
conversion and salvation depend not only on God's action of grace, but also 
on right human conduct toward grace, right use of the freedom left to man 
toward the divine action of grace, and so on.. !?°°) 

7. Transitive and intransitive conversion. “When we speak of 
conversio transitiva (God converts man) and conversio intransitiva (man 
converts), it must be noted that these are not two processes that are different 
in fact and time, but one and the same process that is only considered 
differently. Man converts by God converting him. It is not the case that God 
first converts man, and then, through a second act, man converts himself. 
When Jer. 31:18 says: 72x) "IW [HEBREW] [Turn Thou me, and I shall 
be turned,”] this does not mean that two conversions or even two different 
stages of conversion are taught, but according to the context the meaning is 
this: if we are to be converted, then you, God, who is our only help, must 


1294) Cf. note 84 and the description of the gratia seria, pp. 29 ff. 

1295) Boehl, Dogmatik, p. 286; Hodge, Syst. Il, 323; cf. the more detailed 
presentation under gratia universalis, pp. 26 ff. 

1296) Cf. note 90: "The actual final result of the means of grace depends not 
only on the sufficiency and efficacy of the means themselves, but also upon the 
conduct of man in regard to the necessary condition of passiveness and 
submissiveness under the Gospel call. Dieckhoff, "Der missonrische 
Pradestinatianismus", p. 25: "So it depends on his (man's) behavior for the sake of the 
freedom that is left to him in the face of grace, which does not seem irresistible, 
whether faith is established by grace. . . is brought about by grace or not." 
"Kirchenzeitung" of April 1, 1885: "Inasmuch as anyone can hinder both [conversion 
and salvation] by wilful reluctance, in this respect and only in this respect, conversion 
and salvation do not depend on God alone". 
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bring it about. Also words like Joh. 6:44: "No one can come to me unless the 
Father draws him" express that coming to Christ is only through the drawing 
of the Father. The intransitive and transitive conversion is also united in one 
process by the statement of the Apostle in Eph. 1:19: "We believe according 
to the effect of his mighty power". Quenstedt uses the image to illustrate the 
numerical unity of the process: Man converts as the ship turns when driven 
by the skipper or the wind. !??” Even Baier is correct in saying that conversio 
transitiva and intransitiva are one and the same act. '”°8) The division of the 
transitive and intransitive conversion into two factually and temporally 
different processes is done in the synergistic interest. Its purpose, if not 
merely rash talk, is to take conversion out of the hand of God and put it into 
the hand of man. Only if the intransitive conversion in the sense of conversio 
continuata, which is a continuous process that runs through the whole 
Christian life, is taken, does it follow in time the transitive conversion. 

8. Continued conversion. * [conversio continuata]. It is scriptural to 
speak of a continued conversion, that is, a conversion that extends 
throughout the life of those who have already become believers. When the 
disciples of Jesus, in carnal pride, discussed the question which of them was 
the greatest in the Kingdom of Heaven, they were given the admonition: "If 
you do not convert (€&v | otpagrite) and become like children, you will not 
enter the Kingdom of Heaven" (Matt. 18:3). The necessity of continued 
conversion is based on the fact that even in the children of God evil flesh can 
still be found (j ebrepiotatov dpaptiav [“the sin which doth so easily beset 
us”], Hebr. 12:1; to kax6ov napdxertat [“evil is present with me”], Rom. 
7:21) and therefore a continued turning away from unbelief and its evil fruits 
and a continued faithful return to the free grace of God and its good fruits 
must take place. Continued conversion factually coincides with "daily 


1297) Systema IT, 725. Homo dicitur se convertere, ut na vis se vertere dicitur, 
cum a nauta aut vento agitatur, ut Memnonis statua dicitur locuta, cum solis radio 
tangeretur. 

1298) Compendium IU, 191: Conversionis vox in Scriptura dupliciter accipitur, 
quatenus nunc Deus hominem, nunc homo seipsum convertere dicitur, etsi quoad rem 
una et eadem sit actio. 
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repentance." !°?) But it cannot be overlooked that Scripture makes a sharp 
distinction between the continued conversion that extends throughout 
Christian life and the conversion by which a person becomes a Christian. 
Scripture calls those who have come from unbelief to faith converts and 
points to their conversion as a completed and backward fact, | Petr. 2:25: 
"You were (nts) like the wandering sheep, but now you have been converted 
(emeotpagye vovv) to the shepherd and bishop of your souls"; also v.10: ot 
MOTE OV AAG VV 5E AGOG OEod oi ODK HAENpEvot vbv SE EAENVEvTEG. 
According to Scripture, Chemnitz therefore says at the colloquium in 
Herzberg: "I can say by the grace of God that I am converted and born again, 
although the conversion and renewal in me is only begun and grows through 
this whole life. °° With the first emergence of faith or initia fidei or 
scintillula fidei, the conversion is completed, through which man becomes a 
Christian. Later dogmatists, like Quenstedt and Calov, distinguish between 
conversio prima and secunda. By conversio prima they understand the first 
emergence of faith, whereby man behaves mere passive, and by conversio 
secunda the continued conversion, in which man is, however, involved in 
good works. This distinction was directed against Musaeus and the 
Helmstedters, who mixed continued conversion with the first conversion in 
order to eliminate from the first conversion the mere passive. 30) 

9. Repeated conversion. “ [conversio reiterata]. Scripture clearly 
teaches that true converts can fall from the state of conversion, or what is the 
same: believers can lose faith. Scripture teaches this in Word °° and 
example. 17°) 


1299) Of course also with the continuata regeneratio, resuscitatio, illuminatio. 
Cf. the section "Synonym of conversion". 

1300) L. u. W. 1882. p. 440. 

1301) Calov proves in detail (Syst. loc. theol. X, 113 sqq.) that the people of 
Helmstedt wrongly referred to the Formula of Concord and Chemnitz for this 
procedure. 

1302) Luke 8:13: 1p6c Kalpdv MLIOTEVOVOL KOL EV KAIPY TEIPAGLLOV GioTAVTOL. 
They believe ea quidem fide, quae ex semine verbi adeoque supernaturali ac divina 
virtute verbo divinitus coniuncta nascitur adeoque non humana, sed divina fides est. 
(“by that faith, which is born from the seed of the word and thus supernatural and 
divinely united to the word by divine power, and therefore is not human but divine 
faith.”] (Baier, II, 171.) 

1303) 1 Tim. 1:19-20: Hymenaeus and Alexander mepi tnv miottw evavaynoav 
(“concerning faith have made shipwreck”]. David, Peter. Luther on Peter's case: St. L. 


IX, 1598. On the double use of the term vera fides: Baier, ed. Walther, Il, 171, nota 
a, 
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This is to be held against the Calvinists in particular, who firmly maintain 
that even in the most serious cases of sin believers lose only the exercise of 
faith (exercitium fidei), not the faith itself. !°°” The Lutheran Confessions 
rightly reject this Calvinist position as untrue and dangerous to the soul. 13°) 
— On the other hand, it must be recognized as a clear doctrine of Scripture 
that those who have fallen from faith can be converted again. Scripture 
teaches this too in word and example. !3°° 


1304) Canones Synodi Dordrechtanae, c. 5, art. 5. 6 (Niemeyer, p. 716): 
Talibus enormibus peccatis (like those of David, Peter and other saints) Deum valde 
offendunt, reatum mortis incurrunt. Spiritum Sanctum contristant, fidei exercitium 
interrumpunt, conscientiam gravissime vulnerant, sensum gratiae nonnunquam ad 
tempus amittunt: donec per seriam resipiscentiam in viam revertentibus paternus Dei 
vultus rursum affulgeat. Deus enim, qui dives est misericordia, ex immutabili 
electionis proposito Spiritum Sanctum etiam in tristibus lapsibus a suis non prorsus 
aufert, nec eousque eos prolabi sinit, ut gratia adoptionis ac iustificationis statu 
excidant. [Google] — Confession of Faith of the Presbyterians, chap. XVI: "They 
whom God hath accepted in His Beloved, effectually called and sanctified by His 
Spirit, can neither totally nor finally fall away from the state of grace.” 

1305) Smalcald. Art.., p. 319: " Whether some of the spirits of the wicked would 
come, as perhaps there are some ready there, and at the time of the riot they came to 
my own eyes, who hold that all those who once had received the spirit of forgiveness 
of sins or had become faithful, if the same afterwards sinned, they nevertheless 
remained in faith, and such sin did them no harm, and thus cried out: Do what thou 
wilt, if thou believest, then it is all nothing, faith destroys all sin, etc. Say to this: If 
someone sins according to faith and spirit, then he has never had the spirit and faith 
right. Ihave had many such foolish men for myself, and I fear that there are still 
many such devils in them. Therefore it is necessary to know and to teach that when 
holy people repent and fight daily against the original sin they still have and feel, and 
fall into public sin, as David did in adultery, murder and blasphemy, then faith and 
the Spirit have been gone. For the Holy Spirit does not let sin reign and gain the 
upper hand, so that it may be accomplished, but controls and defends it, so that it 
does not have to do what it wants. But if it does what it wants, the Holy Spirit and 
faith are not involved; for it is said, as St. John says, "He who is born of God does not 
sin and cannot sin. And yet this is also the truth (as the same St. John writes): 'If we 
say that we have no sin, we lie, and God's truth is not in us.'" [Trigl. 491, Part III, Art. 
Ul, 42-44] Already in the Augustana, in the 12th Article, Of Repentance, it was said: 
“They condemn the Anabaptists, who deny that those once justified can lose the Holy 
Ghost”. [Trigl. 49, XII, 7 

1306) Also Ezekiel 18 and 33 there is talk about the repeated conversion, 
namely the conversion of those godless people who belonged to God's people before 
their falling away, Ezek. 18:31; 33:11 — David, 2 Sam. 12:13; Ps. 51. 
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The conversio reiterata must be held against the Novatians, as the Lutheran 
confession reminds us. '3°” Of course, it must be admitted that there is a 
degree of hardening where conversion no longer occurs. This is the sin 
against the Holy Spirit. (Matt. 12:31) or the sin of death (1 Joh. 5:16). But 
the realization that this degree of hardening has occurred in a particular 
person will seldom be a general one, but will usually only be found in one or 
the other person in the church. This is the reason for the reluctance that can 
be found in the words of 1 John 5:16: "It is a sin to die; for this I say not that 
a man pray. In general we will have to limit ourselves to a warning against 
sin against the Holy Spirit, just as Christ Matt. 12 warns the Pharisees 
against this sin. The rule for the Church is that we do not deny the 
ustavosite to all those who are still in this life and do not refuse absolution 
to those who desire it. !°°8) This is also a necessary statement about the 
disputes that arose at the end of the 17th century about a "date of grace" 
(terminus gratiae peremtorius) set by God. '°°” For church 


Manasse, 2 Chron. 33:11 ff. — Luke 15 Peter, Luke 22:61-62, 32. — Also Gal. 4:19 
the 14Aw dive refers to the repeated conversion, namely to a renewed faith in the 
gospel. The Galatians had fallen to the law from the Gospel, Gal. 1:6 ff. Cf. Luther 
St. L. IX, 561 ff. "The Begetting into Christian existence" (Zéckler) happens through 
faith in the Gospel. 

1307) In the 12th article of Augustana "The Novatians also are condemned, who 
would not absolve such as had fallen after Baptism, though they returned to 
repentance" [Trigl. 49, XII, 9]. Cf. about the Novatians Adolf Harnack, RE.2 X, 652- 
670. Gerhard (Loci, L. de poenitentia, § 14 sqq.) offers rich historical material and 
then the dogmatic evaluation of Novatianism by discussing the scriptural passages to 
which the Novatians referred (Hebr. 6:4 ff.). Rejection of Novatianism by the early 
church, Schmid-Hauck, Dogmengesch., p. 202 f.; for more detailed material on this 
see Gerhard, 1. c. 

1308) Augsb. Conf., Art. 12, p. 41 [Trigl 49, A. C., XII, 2]. Ezekiel 18:20-32 
etc. 

1309) Usually called "Terminological disputes". They were caused by J. G. 
Bose (t 1700) writing: "Terminus peremtorius salutis humanae, that is, the time of 
grace set by God in His secret council, in which man, if he converts, can become 
salvationful; but after it has elapsed, no more time is given.” Frankfurt, 1698. See 
literature and course of the dispute by Walch, Bibl. Theol Il, 783 sqq.; 
Religionsstreitigkeiten innerhalb der luth. Kirche I, 851 ff. Among the more recent 
descriptions in the encyclopedias, Meusel brings factual material under "Terminism". 
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practice, it is enough to observe the words of the Formula of Concord (716, 
56 [Trigl 1081, Sol. Dec., XI, 56]): "Thus God also knows without a doubt 
and has ordained for each time and hour of his profession, conversion" (the 
Latin text adds: and of his reconversion, quando lapsum rursus erigere velit 
[“and when He will raise again one who has lapsed’’]) "but because these 
things have not been revealed to us, we are commanded to stop always with 
the word, but to command the time and hour to God.” —- The Roman 
doctrine of repentance can be described as an extremely corrupt reversal of 
the scriptural doctrine of conversio reiterata. According to this doctrine 
there is no return to the grace of baptism for the fallen, but only a clinging to 
the "second plank" (secunda tabula), namely to the Roman penance, which 
embraces three human works: the contritio cordis, confessio oris, satisfactio 
operis. *! The fact that these three acts of penance are intended as human 
works which help to earn forgiveness is clearly shown by the fact that faith 
in the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake is expressly excluded from Roman 
penance and is subject to banishment. '!, "Through this"—says 
Chemnitz—"it becomes evident to the whole world what kind of church the 
Papist fellowship is. To the constant remembrance of the true Church of God 
it is known that the Council of Trent in repentance promised reconciliation 
with God and the forgiveness of sins without faith which arises from the 
Gospel and through which man believes that his sins are forgiven for Christ's 
sake". 3”) To Bellarmin's objection that, according to Roman doctrine, 
human works of penance (contrition of the heart, 


1310) Trid., sess. 14, poenit., c. 3 [Council of Trent, Session XIV, Canons II 
and IV]: Sunt quasi materia huius sacramenti [namely the penitence] ipsius 
poenitentis actus, nempe contritio, confessio et satisfactio. Qui, quatenus in 
poenitente ad integritatem sacramenti ad plenamque et perfectam peccatorum 
remissionem ex Dei institutione requiruntur, hac ratione poenitentiae partes 
dicuntur,. The Christian partes poenitentiae, namely the horror of conscience in the 
face of recognized sin and the faith in the forgiveness of sins for the sake of Christ, 
can 4, are cursed. Likewise in can. 2 are cursed those who do not want to call the 
Roman penance secundam post naufragium tabulam. 

1311) Canon 4: Si quis ... dixerit, duas tantum esse poenitentiae partes, terrores 
scilicet incussos conscientiae agnito peccato, et fidem conceptam ex evangelio vel 
absolutione, qua credit quis, sibi per Christum remissa peccata, anathema sit. 

1312) Examen Conc. Trid., De partibus et fructu poenitentiae, p. m. 379 
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enumeration of sins, satisfaction imposed by the priest) received their proper 
value only through Christ's merit or through absolution, Gerhard replies that 
in this way things are subordinated to one another or connected with one 
another which Scripture opposes. Scripture attributes the forgiveness of sins 
to the grace of God and to faith in such a way that all human works are 
excluded, Rom. 11:6; 4:5 (LZ. de poenit., § 20.) 


The objections against the sole effectiveness of God in conversion. “ 
A whole series of objections have been raised within the Christian 

church as well against the doctrine of the sole effectiveness of God in 
conversion. The reasons used can be divided into two classes, alleged and 
real reasons. Alleged reasons are those that are brought forward after one has 
already decided against the sole effectiveness of the grace of God for other 
reasons. They are cited as reasons and happen as reasons because after the 
fall of man, as with other things, so with human logic, things are bad. After 
the Fall, man all too often thinks what is prescribed by his will, which has 
turned away from the truth. As is well known, the Apology expresses this 
state of affairs in the following way: "The inherent evil lust"—with which 
the whole original sinful perdition is designated—"is so powerful that people 
follow it more often than reason".'*!) "Real reasons" is what we call those 
that form the actual motive for the fight against the sole effectiveness of God 
in conversion. 

The alleged reasons against the sole effectiveness of God in conversion. * 

The alleged reasons are set out in the following objections: 

First objection: “ Faith is demanded of man in Scripture, or Scripture 
uses imperative and conditional clauses in relation to the origin of faith, as 
Mark 1:16: "Believe (a1otevete) in the Gospel"; Acts 16:31: "Believe 
(iotevoov) on the Lord Jesus 


1313) Apol. 218:71 [Zrigl. 335, XVII, 71]: Tanta est vis concupiscentiae, ut 
malis affectibus saepius obtemperent homines quam recto iudicio. [“Such is the 
power of concupiscence, that men often obey evil affections rather than right 
judgment.”] 
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Christ"; Rom. 10:9: “If thou shalt believe in thine heart (eav miotEvoyic), ... 
thou shalt be saved”. From these imperative and conditional clauses it 
follows that conversion is not only due to the action of God's grace, but also 
to human participation, a sending of oneself to grace or right action against 
grace. '3!4) — This reason immediately collapses under its own weight, 
because it proves too much. The imperative and conditional sentences are, 
after all, to faith per se or to the whole of faith: "Believe in the Gospel", not 
to a contribution to faith: "Contribute to faith in the Gospel. Therefore, if the 
imperative, etc., were to prove something for man's ability to be active in the 
formation of faith, they would prove that faith is wholly a product of man or 
is wholly within man's ability. But this is not what those who conclude from 
the form of command that man is active in bringing about conversion do not 
want to do themselves. Luther therefore says something harshly against 
Erasmus: "It is a kind of dullness or drowsiness (stupor quidam vel lethargia 
quaedam) that one believes, through those words: "Convert", "If you 
convert" and the like confirm the power of free will." Luther exclaims: “How 
is it that you theologians are so foolish (ineptiatis), as if you were two 
children, that as soon as you find a word in the form of a command, you 
conclude from it the ability of man to comply with it?” '°!>) The auxiliary 
argument that is so insistently brought forward here stands on equally weak 
feet that the invitations to believe in the Gospel would be in vain, indeed 
would imply a mockery on the part of God, if man had no ability at all to 
comply with these invitations. According to Scripture, neither the legal 


1314) So Erasmus against Luther (Erasmus' "Diatribe", St. L. XVII, 1621). So 
also Luthardt (Dogmatik, p. 284), the "Lutherische Kirchenzeitung" (26, No. 10: 
"Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling,’ admonishes the Apostle, Phil. 
2:12. There can be no stronger expression of the fact that the salvation of man is not 
in every respect solely dependent on God; for literally translated it even says: 
"Achieve or bring about your salvation"), Keyser (Election and Conversion, 1914, p. 
44): "Christ began to preach to unregenerated men by saying, 'Repent ye and believe 
the Gospel. Why command them to do what they were utterly unable to do?... Why 
bid a man believe when he couldn't?" 

1315) Opera v. a. VII, 216. 210. St. L. XVII, 1783 ff. 
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imperatives (admonitiones legales) nor the evangelical imperatives 
(admonitiones evangelicae) are in vain or of no use, although man cannot 
obey either of them. Through the legal exhortations comes the knowledge of 
sin, 614 yap vOpLov Extyv@ots apaptiac, Rom. 3:20; through the evangelical 
exhortations faith is generated in the offered forgiveness of sins, 1) miottc && 
aoc, Rom. 10:17. As an analogy the old teachers state: the raising of 
Lazarus through Christ's exhortation: "Lazarus, come forth!” (Joh. 11:43) as 
well as the healing of the lame through Peter's command: "Arise and walk" 
(Acts 3:6)! Yes, Scripture expressly forbids us to infer from the call to faith a 
human capacity to respond to the call. The same Christ who invites men: 
"Come unto Me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden!” (Matt. 11:28), 
teaches us: "No one can come to me unless the Father draws him" (Joh. 
6:44). 

Second objection: * Without the acceptance of cooperation or 
concession on the part of man by a facultas se applicandi ad gratiam, by a 
"different" or "right behavior" against divine grace, etc., conversion becomes 
a coactio. This argument, too, which is used so generally and so persistently, 
cannot be said to have any reasonable meaning. There is no possibility at all 
of coercion in conversion, because conversion consists precisely in the fact 
that God, in and through conversion, makes what he wants out of what he 
does not want. Phil. 2:13: "It is God it is God which worketh in you to will 
(to béAeww)." Thus, the Formula of Concord teaches that "God, in conversion, 
makes willing by the drawing of the Holy Spirit out of unruly and unwilling 
people" (609, 88 [Zrigl. 915, Sol. Decl., I, 88]). In the synergistic disputes 
before the Formula of Concord, Lutherans used to say to the Philippists: God 
does not draw man to Himself by the neck or the hair, but by the heart and 
the will. 1316) 


1316) Cf. Merendorf and Alvensleben, in Schliisselburg, Catalogus V, 681 At 
the colloquium at Herzberg in 1578, Andreae said in response to the accusation that 
the Formula of Concord teaches a forced conversion: " In conversion, the Holy Spirit 
does this, that a non-willing person becomes a willing person and an 
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Third objection: “ God, however, gives the power to believe, but not 
the act of faith. This argument is presented in a variety of formulations. For 
example also like this: God only works the possibility of conversion, but not 
the conversion itself. That the possibility of conversion becomes reality 
stands with man himself, namely in his "self-determination" or "self- 
decision" for or against grace.!3!” For this "limitation" of God's grace one 
has also referred to the Formula of Concord, because it speaks of an effect of 
the Holy Spirit by which man "can accept" the grace offered (potest oblatam 
gratiam accipere), 608, 83 [Trigl. 913, F. C., Sol. Decl., IL, 83]. 1318) _ But 
Scripture teaches clearly that God gives not only the power to faith, but also 
the act of faith, the motevevw. Phil. 1:29: "Itis given unto you for Christ's 
sake that ye ... believe in him" (16 etc avtov aotEvetv), not merely that ye 
may believe in him. Likewise Eph. 1:19-20: "We believe (m1otebovtec)"— 
not merely: we can believe—"according to the working of his mighty power. 
And as far as the Formula of Concord is concerned, however, it speaks of an 
acceptance of the grace offered. But this ability to accept is not a preliminary 
stage of conversion, but conversion itself. The words of the Formula of 
Concord are: "Conversion (conversio enim hominis) is such a change by the 
action of the Holy Spirit in man's mind, will, and heart, that by such action of 
the Holy Spirit man 


enemy becomes an obedient person," and previously at the same Colloquium 
Chemnitz: "All this is different in the Formula of Concord, which shows that in 
conversion the Holy Spirit does this in the will, that he transforms a unwilling and 
reluctant will into a willing, assenting and obedient one". (Protocol or Acta of the 
Colloquii zu Herzberg; L. u. W. 1882, 444, 440) With Luther the expression returns 
that God does not convert man to himself as "the executioner beats a thief to the 
gallows", but in such a way that he "softens the heart" through the Gospel. (St. L. VIL 
2287 ff.) 

1317) So Luthardt not only in his monograph Die Lehre vom freien Willen, p. 
276, but also in his last dogmatic work, Die christl. Glaubenslehre, 1898, p. 442: 
"The determining influence (of God) does not take the place of self-determination; it 
rather extends only to the boundary of our self-determination; this itself is not taken 
away or spared from man, but it is made possible for him". Seeberg, RE.3 II, 544. 

1318) So Luthardt, Die Lehre vom freien Willen, p. 276 f. 
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may accept the grace offered." According to the Formula of Concord, then, 
the conversion of a person has taken place when the person has been 
transformed inwardly to the extent that he can accept the grace offered. And 
this statement of the Formula of Concord is scriptural, because according to 
Scripture the condition of the natural or unconverted man is that he cannot 
accept the Gospel, but rejects it as folly (1 Cor. 2:14). If, therefore, a person 
is inwardly changed so that he can believe the Gospel, he is a new or 
converted person. !3!°) Even the later Lutheran teachers still held very 
strongly against Latermann and associates that the Holy Spirit not only 
works the ability to believe but also the act of faith. °° 

Fourth objection: “ If the Holy Spirit alone were to work faith, it would 
not be the person who believes, but the Holy Spirit in conversion. Thus even 
Kahnis, to whom in his time one ascribed special logical sharpness, justified 
his synergism with the statement: "Man, not the Holy Spirit, is the subject 
who believes.” }°7) But also of this objection one cannot say that it has any 
meaning. There is no reasonable connection of thoughts between the 
statements: The Holy Spirit is this causa efficiens of faith in man, therefore 
the Holy Spirit 


1319) That one could also speak of a "possibility" of conversion in a scriptural 
sense is explained in detail in Zur Einigung der amerikanisch-lutherischen Kirche" 2 
p. 86 ff. [Conversion and election : a plea for a united Lutheranism..., p. 119 ff.] The 
Scriptures (Isaiah 55:6; 5:4), the Formula of Concord (710, 29 [Trig/. 1073, Sol. 
Decl., XI, 29]) and the old Lutheran theologians (e.g. Luke Osiander in Isaiah 55:7) 
speak of a ‘possibility of or an opportunity for conversion, when people live under 
the sound of the gospel and thus the Holy Spirit is not only apparently effective for 
their conversion, but actually and seriously. The possibility of conversion in this 
sense is only another expression for the gratia universalis, seria et efficax and against 
Calvin (cf. Instit. I, 24, 8. 12). Synergism restricts the term "possibility" of 
conversion in the sense that God only makes conversion possible, not real. It ascribes 
to man a subjective ability to accept grace before his conversion. 

1320) The Strasbourg Faculty (in Calov X, 50): "Does not God grant from his 
side that we want? that we believe? Does he not grant that we can want? that we can 
be converted? that we can believe?” 

1321) Dogmatik 2 I, 251. Likewise recently Keyser (Election und Conversion 
p. 38) "God will not force any man to accept Christ by faith; nor will God do man’s 
believing for him" 
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the subject of faith. To give you an example: God alone in every human 
being is allowed to work and maintain the natural life. Acts 17:25, 28: "He 
giveth to all life, and breath, and all things"; " In Him we live and move and 
have our being". Nevertheless, no one outside the coterie of pantheists would 
think that it is not man himself but only God who lives in man. !°?” 

Fifth objection: “ If the reason for non-conversion is in the human being, 
as it can be seen in Matt. 23:37 ("Ye would not") and is conceded by the 
"Lutheran orthodoxy", then it follows that also the conversion does not only 
depend on God's grace, but also on man himself, on his right behavior, his 
self-determination, the omission of wanton resistance etc. This argument is 
quite familiar to the fighters of sola gratia in old and new times. Luthardt, 
for example, thinks he has proven from Scripture that man can not only 
reject the Gospel but also accept it, when he quotes Matthew 23:37: "Ye 
would not".!°79) At this point, in the case of Kahnis, self-deception increases 
to the extent that he calls it "irrevocable logic", if one concludes from man's 
ability to spurn salvation that there is human participation in the grasping of 
salvation. 3” With regret, he reports of the theologians of the Formula of 
Concord: "However, the Lutheran tendency could not convince itself that 
whoever looks for the reason for rejecting the grace offered in man, includes 
an assent to the same in the appropriation of grace" (meaning a 


1322) Carpzov (Isag., p. 1245): Non Deus, sed homo poenitet et credit, ita 
tamen, ut Deus unice vires et potentiam poenitenti et credenti donet et in actum 
deducat, homo tamen nihilominus formaliter poeniteat et credat; that is: Man is the 
subject of repentance and faith, although God gives not only the powers but also the 
act of repentance and faith. 

1323) Dogmatik, p. 284, as well as the " Kirchenzeitung" of Columbus 1893, p. 
313: "There [Matt. 23:37] Christ himself says that his gracious will to bring the Jews 
to faith in Him and therefore to salvation was prevented and thwarted by their wanton 
resistance. From this follows with necessity..., that the conversion and salvation of 
the Jews did not depend in every respect solely on his gracious will.” 


1324) Dogmatk 2 Il, 183 f. 


570 > The Doctrine of conversion. [English edition ~ 475-] 


human capacity to accept grace). The "orthodox" Lutherans, however, write 
non sequitur about this supposedly necessary conclusion. 87) And they were 
clearly aware of the reasons for the rejection of this conclusion. Firstly, they 
considered that the Holy Scriptures had the deciding vote on this question. 
Scripture, however, ascribes to man only the capacity for unwillingness, and 
explicitly denies him the capacity to will. °?% Secondly, they argued that the 
conclusion from unwillingness to the capacity to will is bad logic, because 
wanting and not wanting flow from different principles. The principle of not 
wanting is by nature in man according to | Cor. 2:14, while the capacity to 
will is only worked by God in man: It is God who works in you 9éAévw [to 
will] according to his pleasure (Phil. 2:13). '32” Likewise, they reject the 
conclusion in the formulation when it is said: because man can prevent his 
conversion through malicious reluctance, the omission of malicious 
reluctance must also be in his power. "Lutheran Orthodoxy" emphasizes 
again and again that man is certainly quite adept at doing the willful 
reluctance and thereby preventing his conversion. But the omission or the 
cessation of wanton reluctance is not in man’s ability, but is only an effect of 
the Holy Spirit. °*8) Thirdly, the Lutherans declare it to be 


1325) Faculty of Strasbourg (Calov X, 54): Non sequitur, si nolle sit in potestate 
et arbitrio hominis, etiam velle esse in eiusdem facultate. [“It does not follow that if 
will is in man's power and discretion, will also be in his capacity.”’] 

1326) Quenstedt on Matt. 23:37 (I, 1115): Non valet argumentum: Possunt 
irregeniti nolle venire, renuere obsequi Deo vocanti, Spiritui Sancto ad salutaria 
invitanti resistere, ergo pariter possunt velle venire, Deum vocantem sequi, Spiritus 
Sancti admonitionibus locum relinquere (give room) [Google]. 

1327) Quenstedt J. c.: [llud prius est morbi et imperfectionis illisque hominibus 
in statu naturae lapsae proprium, hoc vero est restaurationis per gratiam. [“The 
former is peculiar to disease and imperfection, and to those men in a state of fallen 
nature, but this is restoration by grace.” 

1328) Formula of Concord (593, 20-21 [Trigl. 889, Sol. Decl., II, 20-21]): Man 
"always continues in his security, even knowingly and willingly (etiam sciens 
volensque, § 18: pro insita sua rebelli et contumaci natura Deo et voluntati eius 
hostiliter repugnat), ... before he is enlightened, converted and reborn by the Holy 
Spirit". — Andraea at the colloquium in Herzberg: "Weakness is attributed to the 
born-again, but wickedness, even enmity, to the unborn. And this" (the malice and 
enmity) "is put to death by 
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a factual and logical error to speak of a person in whom there is already a 
capacity and inclination for grace as if such a person were still unconverted. 
A person who wants grace is already decided and converted to grace, !*”9) 
because the unconverted person never wants, but always behaves in a way 
that is hostile to the Gospel. One will have to admit that the representatives 
of the "Lutheran movement" have Scripture and logic on their side when 
they reject the conclusion from capacitas nolendi to capacitas volendi as 
quite improper. 

Sixth objection: * If man is not allowed to participate in conversion, 
conversion ceases to be a "moral" process. — The term "moral" is 
ambiguous. Moral can first of all mean: adapted to man as a moral being 
endowed with understanding and will. In this sense, conversion is to be 
called a moral process, because in conversion through the Word and the 
Holy Spirit, God acts on the mind and will of man, that is, has a different 
way of working in man than in unreasonable creatures or in a stone or block. 
This is also very carefully emphasized in the Formula of Concord. !*3° The 
term "moral" is then used in the sense that it denotes a human achievement 
or "moral act". 3!) Those who in this sense call conversion to God a "moral 
process" operate with a non-ens, 


the Spirit in conversion, and the weakness remains." (L. u. W. 1882, p. 444.) — 
Strasbourg Faculty (at Calov, Syst. X, 54): Neque illa non-repugnantia malitiosa est 
actus voluntatis et potestatis humanae, sed effectus vincentis eousque gratiae divinae 
et secundum magnitudinem et mensuram suam reprimentis carnis vitiosos motus et 
insultus. Semperque determinatio voluntatis nostrae in primo conversionis actu non 
potestati et cooperationi hominis, sed Spiritui Sancto per verbum, in voluntatem 
passive se habentem operanti ab orthodoxis adscripta fuit. 

1329) Formula of Concord. 608, 85, 83 [Trigl. 913, Sol. Decl., II, 86, 83]. 
Therefore, according to the Formula of Concord, anyone who finds a spark of will, 
inclination, longing, etc., in relation to the grace of God in Christ may be convinced 
that he has already been converted and is a dear child of God. Formula of Concord. 
591, 14 [Trigl. 885, Sol. Decl., IT, 14]. 

1330) 603, 61, 62, 59. 89, 81 [Trigl. 905, Sol. Decl., II, 61, 62, 59; 915 

ibid., 89; 911, ibid., 81] 

1331) Seeberg, RE. 3 II, 544: Man converts "through personal self-imposition". 
Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 284: "Repentance and faith is demanded of man as his 
achievement". 
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because Scripture says of man in relation to his position on the gospel: uwpia 
aVvT@ s0T1 Kat OV dvvatat yv@vat [“They are foolishness unto him, neither 
can he know them” (1 Cor. 2:14); ovéetc dvvatat Erb'éiv mpdc ps (Joh. 
6:44); vexpdc totic mapamtmpaatv (Eph. 2:1, 5). And yet, precisely in the 
sense of human achievement or moral act, the synergists want to call 
conversion a moral or moral process. Without the inclusion of this "human 
factor", conversion would be considered "unethical", as being at odds with 
the "moral character" of man. But here, too, the reasonable sense is missing. 
As little as the creation of man, the bodily birth of man, the raising of man 
from bodily death are "unethical" processes, although human participation in 
these processes is not allowed, so little is the creation of faith in man, his 
spiritual birth from God and his awakening from spiritual death an 
"unethical" process, although here every human participation is excluded. If 
it has been objected that the spiritual process of the creation of faith should 
not be parallelized with those physical processes, it must be said that 
Scripture makes precisely this parallelization when it teaches us about the 
causa efficiens of conversion or rebirth, Eph. 1:19-20: "We believe 
according to the effect of his mighty power, which he worked in Christ, 
since he raised him from the dead"; Eph. 2:10: "We are his work (creature, 
moinua), created in Christ Jesus for good works"; 2 Cor.4:6: "God, who 
commanded the light to shine out of darkness, has put a bright light into our 
hearts"; Joh. 1:12-13: "Those who believe in His name" are "born of God". 
The same parallelism is therefore also found in the Formula of Concord: 
"For as little as a dead body can make itself alive to bodily life on earth, so 
little can man, who is spiritually dead through sin, raise himself up to 
spiritual life, as it is written: Since we were dead in sins, he has made us 
alive together with Christ" (524, 3 [Trigl. 787, Epit., II, 3]), and again (609, 
87 [913, Sol. Decl., II, 87]): "The conversion of our corrupt will, which is 
nothing other than a raising of it from spiritual death, is one and only God's 
work, just as the raising from the dead in the bodily resurrection of the flesh 
is to be attributed to God alone.” 
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Seventh objection: “ Conversion should be thought of as a "free" 
process. The Helmstedters: Homo libere se convertit [Latermann and Calixt: 
The man turned freely]. '**”) Luthardt: "Faith is free obedience. '*7*) The 
expression "free" is ambiguous. It is first of all used in contrast to 
compulsion. In this sense, however, conversion takes place freely, because 
conversion consists precisely in making nolentibus gratiam volentes gratiam 
out of nolentibus gratiam volentes gratiam. But the old and new fighters 
against the sole effectiveness of God in conversion mean "free" differently. 
When they say that faith is "free obedience", or that "man converts freely", 
they mean to describe a neutral state of man before conversion. The situation 
is thought of by them as follows: under the stimulating effect of God (Deo 
excitante) the human will is put into a state before conversion in which it can 
choose between conversion and non-conversion, reject or accept grace, 
decide against or for grace. As general as the acceptance of lines of such a 
neutral state before conversion is in old and new times, '**4 it is as contrary 
to Scripture and devoid of all reasonable sense. Old Lutheran theologians 
rightly say that this neutral state is a non-ens and cannot be found in any 
human being. '3*°) It is not found in man before conversion because, 
according to the testimony of Scripture, the natural man is not neutral but 
dismissive of the Gospel, uwpia yap avya iott Svvayar yvavar. '73° Nor is 
he to be found in man, either, if man is under the "preparatory grace", and 
grace is offered to him. For if a person, who by nature cannot accept, want or 
choose grace, is inwardly transformed to the point where he can accept, want 
or choose grace, he is already converted. — That there 


1332) Latermann and Calixt; in Quenstedt I, 1106. 

1333) Dogmatics, p. 284. 

1334) Latermann and Calixt (in Quenstedt 1, 1106): In potestate hominis est, 
velle se convertere et nolle se convertere [“It is in man's power whether he wills to 
convert or not”]. The Lutheran Standard of 19 August 19, 1882 says of the person 
who hears the Gospel and to whom grace is thereby offered: "He may accept and 
surrender if he will, or he may resist if he will.” 

1335) Quenstedt (II, 726): Talis indifferentia (ad utrumque oppositorum, to both 
sides) in nullo homine repertoire. [“Such indifference (as to both sides) in no man's 
repertoire.””] 

1336) 1 Cor. 1:23, 2:14: knpbocopsev Xpiotov éotavpapévov Tovdaiots Lév 
oKkavdaAov [“we preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a stumblingblock”], "EAAnou 
d¢ Lopiav.” 
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is no neutrality in the relationship between man and God and His kingdom is 
also explained by Christ in Matt. 12:30: "He who is not with Me is against 
Me" and with the other word Luke 9:50: "He that is not against us is for us", 
about which Luther remarks: "There is no middle road here, but we are 
necessarily either under the strong tyrant, the devil, in his prison, or under 
the Redeemer, Christ in heaven.... Therefore every man lives either with 
Christ against the devil or with the devil against Christ.” (St. L. VU, 172) If 
there were a neutral state towards God, this state would also be sin and 
enmity against God, since God does not allow man to be neutral towards his 
will. 

Eighth objection: “ Man could provide the natural respectability, civil 
righteousness (probitas naturalis, iustitia civilis). — That natural 
righteousness is to some extent in the power of man, is of great value for the 
state or civil life, and is rewarded by God with bodily goods, is also amply 
attested to by the Lutheran Confessions on the basis of Scripture. !°3” But 
natural respectability is neither a preparation for conversion nor a part of 
conversion. !**8) And if someone wants to throw his natural honorableness 
before God into the scales, the case occurs which Christ describes in the 
words of Matt. 21:31: "The publicans and harlots may well enter the 
kingdom of heaven before you.” An indispensable "preparation" for the 
emergence of faith in Christ is the thundering axe of the divine law, which 
not only throws into a heap the sinners who are revealed, but especially the 
honorable people. '**°) What is to be said of worldly respectability is, of 
course, also true of worldly education, culture, science, etc.. Also all these 
factors are and remain in the natural field, (hemisphaerium inferius) and do 
not form 


1337) 91, 22 ff.; 110, 9; 218, 70 ff.; 594, 26; 43, 1 [Lrigi 127, Apol., IV [II], 22 
ff.; 157, III, 9; 335, XVII, 70 ff.; 891, F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 26; 51, A. C., XVII, 1] 

1338) Joh. 3:6: 10 yeyevvnLévov Ek Tig GapKOs Odps EoTW Kai TO YEyEVVnLLEVOV 
ék Tod Ivebpuatos mvedud éottv [“that which is born of the flesh is flesh and that 
which is born of the Spirit is spirit”’], Joh. 1:13: ot (scil, tvedpat0c) odK && aipatav 
ovdé Ek DEANATOSG GapPKOs ODdE Ek DEANPATOG AVvdpPdc (all-sided rejection of the 
natural origin of faith), GAN’ x Oeod EyewnOnoav [“Which [believers on His name] 
were born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of 
God.”]. 

1339) Smale. Art. 312, 1-3 [Trigl. 479, IIL, 1—3]. Luther on Matt. 21:31 (StL. 
VII, 1090 ff.): "There a soul goes from the gallows to heaven, because meanwhile 
one spoils in the temple.” 
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a preparation for conversion nor part of it. Scripture explicitly states that the 
saving wisdom of God, that is, the Gospel of the crucified Christ, is beyond 
the horizons of the world's superiors (tav apyovt@v Tov aidvoc TovTOV, the 
aristocrats of the spirit and education). And if someone asserts his real or 
supposed education, his real or supposed knowledge against "the folly" of 
the Gospel, the judgment occurs, which Christ describes in Matthew 11:26 
with the words: "I praise you, Father and Lord of heaven and earth, that you 
have hidden these things from the wise and prudent and have revealed them 
to babes.” Also in the case of the worldly wise (the cogoi katd odpka, | 
Cor. 1:26), an indispensable preparation for conversion is the terrores 
conscientiae, under which the edifice of God's wisdom, also "the worldview 
of modern man", collapses of its own accord. Ludwig Hofacker says 
somewhere without dogmatic termini technici, but completely correctly and 
in writing: "The camels must all go through the eye of the needle.” !34°) 

Ninth objection: “ The natural man has the ability to use the means of 
grace. At the colloquium in Herzberg, for example, the people of Anhalt 
raised the objection to the sole effectiveness of the Holy Spirit: "But in the 
article on Predestination, you say: ‘Man can hear the word of God and in 
many ways contemplate it'”.!34 This fact is undisputed 


1340) What Kahnis says is factually and historically incorrect (Dogmatik 2 I, 
516 f.): "It is an undeniable fact that the rapid spread of Christianity on the soil of the 
classical world can only be explained by the preparation of the classical world for 
Christianity, which again presupposes a connection of Christianity in the natural 
human being.” Kahnis understands by the "connecting factor" a promotion of 
conversion through pagan morality and culture. 
(L. u. W. 1878, p. 262) 


ndrea at the colloquium in Herzberg: "When Aristotle hears 
and reads the word [of the Gospel] and considers it, it says 1 Cor. 2: 'The natural man 
hears nothing of the Spirit of God. (L. u. W. 1882, p. 445.) 


1341) L. u. W. 1882, p. 447. 
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and is also testified to very emphatically in the Confession of the Lutheran 
Church: "Man can hear and read this Word [of God] outwardly, even if he 
has not yet been converted to God and born again; for in these outward 
things, as said above, even after the fall, man has a free will to go to church, 
to listen to the sermon or not to listen. (601, 53 [Zrig/. 901, F. C., Sol. Decl., 
IL, 53]) But if man sees in his use of the means of grace an achievement on 
his part through which he gains a legal claim to divine grace, he makes the 
use of the means of grace an obstacle to his conversion. As seriously as the 
use of the means of grace is to be admonished, because God only converts in 


. 343) The old teachers correctly say: "The outward hearing of the 
Word of God does not have the nature of a merit, but of a means by which 


God ignites faith in our hearts.” '* The Formula of Concord counts the use 
of the means of grace, which is in the power of the unconverted human 
being, among the "external things" (externis rebus) in which the human 
being, even after the fall, has a free will to some extent. The natural man can, 
for natural reasons '**>) "hear the Gospel and to some extent contemplate it, 
even speak of it as seen in the Pharisees and hypocrites". (594, 24 [Trigl. 
891, F. C., Sol. Decl., I], 24]) Whoever hears or reads God's Word with a 
longing for the grace of God in Christ is already converted, as the Formula 
of Concord sets out for the necessary 


1342) Formula of Concord 600, 48-52; 601, 54-58; 607, 80; 609, 89. [Trig/. 901, 
F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 48-52; 903, ibid., 54-58; 911, ibid., 80; 915, ibid., 89] 

1343) Formula of Concord 601, 55 [Trig]. 903, 55]: “Although both, the 
preacher's planting and watering and the listener's running and willing, would be in 
vain, and no conversion would follow from it, unless the Holy Spirit's power and 
effect were added, which enlightens and converts the hearts through the preached and 
heard word, so that people believe such a word and give their consent to it.” 

1344) Kromayer, Theol. pos.-polem. I, 537: Auditus verbi externus non liabet 
rationem meriti, sed medii, per quod Deus fidem in cordibus nostris accendit. 
Meritum enim congrui, quod fingunt hic Pontificii, cum scilicet liomo facit, quod per 
naturam facere potest, quod tunc congruum sit, Deum eiusmodi homini dare gratiam, 
nos cum Scriptura ignoramus. [Google 

1345) Kromayer, 1. c.: Fieri potest vel pruritu novitatis vel ad faciendum gustum 
facundiae vel illusionis gratia vel alias ob causas. [“It can be done either because of 
the itch of novelty or to create a taste for convenience or illusion, or for other 
reasons.” 
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definition of the boundary between nature and grace. (691, 14 [Zrigl. 885, F. 
C., Sol. Decl., II, 14]) This matter has already been dealt with in more detail 
in the Doctrine of Free Will. [Vol. I] 

In the objections discussed so far, the synergism towards monergism 
was primarily on the offensive. It sought to show that misfortune would be 
many and various if conversion and salvation were to come about through 
God's grace alone. The imperative and conditional sentences would be 
devalued. A forced conversion would result. It would follow that in 
conversion not man but the Holy Spirit would believe. The "ethical" or 
"moral" character of conversion would be lost, and soon. But synergism 
also fights on the defensive.“ After having on the one hand disavowed the 
sola gratia with many reasons, it claims on the other hand also with several 
reasons that it leaves the sola gratia untouched, because it maintains, despite 
everything, that conversion does not come about by natural forces but by 
forces of grace. This assertion characterizes in particular the synergism of 
the 17th century (Latermann, Hornejiis) and the synergism of the more 
recent Lutherans (Thomasius, Luthardt, Dieckhoff, American Lutherans). 
This alone is also a self-deception. One talks about a conversion through 
forces of grace, but necessarily means natural forces 34°) This is clear from 
the following facts: 

1. When it is said of a man that, with the powers of grace he has been 
given, he determines himself for grace, behaves rightly toward 


1346) In more recent times expressions like this were popular: grace alone 
makes conversion "effectively possible", man makes conversion only a fact. See 
Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 274, 186; Glaubenslehre, p. 441 ff. Thomasius, Dogmatik 2 
Ul, 1, p. 466 ff. On Frank’s Latermann synergism see L. u. W. 1896, p. 161 ff. The 
whole matter is covered in the article "Der moderne Synergismus im Lichte der 
Schrift", L. u. W. 1897, p. 129 ff. (by G. Stéckhardt). Cf. the criticism of Dieckhoff's 
paper "Der missourische Pradestinatianismus", L. u. W. 1885, pp. 154 ff. Dieckhoff's 
synergistic position is also characterized by A. Brauer (Dargun) in Offenil. Zeugnis 
gegen die unlutherische neue Lehre der theol. Fakultédt zu Rostock (Dresden, 1884) 
(Download PDF] and in Eine Erwiderung auf Dieckhoffs Schrift ,Der missourischer 
Préddestinatianismus' (Dresden, 1885). A. L. Graibner, Die synergistisch- 
rationalisierende Stellung der theol. Fakultét zu Rostock" (Milwaukee, 1885) 
(Walther's review in L. u. W. 1885, vol. 31 p. 245-247] . The modern synergism is 
also considered throughout in F. Pieper, Grunddifferenz [English] (St. Louis, 1903). 
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grace, etc., and that all this is necessary for conversion to take place, that is, 
before conversion has taken place, then this always presupposes the 
possession of natural good powers before conversion, from which the right 
use or proper application of the powers of grace given proceeds. Later 
Lutheran dogmatists have also clearly explained this to the people of 
Helmstedt and Musaeus. '**”) The same has been held in our time by us and 
others against the American Lutherans who walk in Latermann's ways. '34®) 
2. The theologians who talk like Latermann, that is, who talk about a 
self-determination, a right conduct, an omission of willful 


1347) The Faculty of Strasbourg wrote against Latermann: "What is this ability 
of man, where he stands, to do or not to do by grace what is necessary for conversion, 
where it is up to him to want to convert and not to convert, as Latermann speaks? He 
will not say that these are the powers and abilities given by the Holy Spirit. For what 
kind of assertion would that be: with the new powers or the given ability it is a matter 
of doing or not doing what is necessary for conversion, of wanting to convert and not 
wanting to convert! Are these new forces indifferent to conversion or to turning 
away, to wanting and not wanting? Before the powers given by the Holy Spirit, 
therefore, it will be an ability in man to do what is necessary for conversion with the 
help of the grace that comes with it, which will bring about the will to convert. And 
that is Pelagianism and Synergism." And before: "Latermann says nothing that 
Bellarmin, Gregorius of Valentia, Becan, Tanner and others have not said, who have 
nevertheless been found guilty of Pelagianism or Semipelagianism by a large 
consensus of theologians. For even they say that conversion is made with the help of 
grace, that grace confers power and ability, whereby conversion is brought about, that 
a will prepared by grace is presupposed. (The complete report of the Strasbourg 
Faculty is available in Calov, X, 49 sqq.) 

1348) Walther: "He who, like the Helmstedt Synergists, teaches that man is 


converted by the powers of grace, but that by the same he converts himself, must 
necessarily ascribe to the unconverted natural man the power to use the powers of 
grace, or absurdly claim that God liberates man so that he liberates himself, revives 
him so that he revives, converts him so that he converts.” (L. u. W. 1878, p. 258 f.) 
(Ihe Confessional Principle 1911, p. 752) 
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resistance to bring about conversion before conversion has happened, have 
the same purpose in mind that Melanchthon wanted to achieve with his 
synergism. Just as Melanchthon with his facultas se applicandi ad gratiam 
wanted to explain "why Saul is rejected, David is accepted", so too "self- 
determination" etc. for conversion on the basis of offered or given powers of 
grace should explain why, among those who hear the Gospel, some are 
converted and others are not. But this explanation is only gained if the 
decision for conversion is not attributed to the grace of the Gospel, but to 
natural forces. '*4? 

3. The same theologians who speak of a "right conduct" etc. on the basis 
of communicated powers of grace not only expressly teach that conversion 
and salvation do not depend solely on God's grace,'*°” but also declare the 
teaching of sola gratia to be a fatal error. 95 An explicit negation of the 
powers of grace is also present when, with Dieckhoff, the decision for 
conversion is ascribed to the "freedom" left to man by the divine effect of 
grace. '?) The decision is thus transferred to an area that is outside the 
divine effect of grace. Finally, no grace forces can also be meant because a 
force is meant that decides for or against grace. A force of grace is never ina 
position to decide for or against grace. 

To the synergistic defense belongs also the assertion that the "self- 
determination," the "right conduct," "the refraining 


1349) Cf. L. u. W. 1892, p. 129 ff. Zur Einigung, p. 28 f. English translation: 
Conversion and Election, p. 36 ff.] L. u. W. 1887, p. 161 ff. 

1350) "Zeitblatter" 1887, p. 325: It is "irrefutable that in a certain sense 
conversion and salvation are also dependent on man and not only on God. 

1351) Luthardt, Die Lehre vom freien Willen, p. 276: "Would God allow the 
taking of salvation, obedience in faith, conversion . . . Himself, then 
"Predestinatianism" (meaning Calvinism) "would be inevitable". "Kirchenzeitung" 
1885, p. 76: "We consider it un-Christian and pagan to say that the real attainment of 
the salvation that is perfectly prepared and seriously determined by God for all 
human beings does not depend in any way on man's attitude towards it, but in every 


respect solely on God. 
1352) "Missourian Predestinatianism", p. 25. 
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from wanton resistance," etc., does not include merit and therefore leaves 
sola gratia untouched. In its '*°?) report on the doctrinal position of the 
Wisconsin Synod, the Rostock faculty even increased this argument: "You 
do nothing at all if you only do not resist God.” This defense alone will 
destroy your own house. The argument is intended to demonstrate that God 
does not act "arbitrarily" when some of the hearers of the Word are 
converted and others are not. If now the omission of rebellion is "nothing at 
all", God, in considering the omission of rebellion on the part of those who 
are converted, has looked at "nothing", and God would still be standing there 
as a God of "arbitrariness". Therefore the Rostock faculty deceived with the 
"nothing" only themselves and others. With the "nothing" it did not mean 
nothing, but everything: man does everything that is crucial for conversion. 
This is how the friends of the Rostock report interpreted "nothing" when 
they explained that, "correctly understood", "nothing" (the omission of the 
willful reluctance on the part of man) is what counts for "everything". !3°4) 
Luther's words against Erasmus belong here: "Admittedly, they ascribe to 
free will only an extremely low (quam minimum), but they nevertheless 
teach that through this very low thing we attain justice and grace.” !>>” 


The real reasons for fighting against God's sole effectiveness in conversion. 
AN 


We have convinced ourselves of the twofold fact: 1. that the denial of 
God's sole effectiveness in conversion has no basis in Scripture; 2. that the 
objections raised against God's sole effectiveness do not stand up to logic. 
Thus the question suggests itself what the reason for such widespread 
synergism is. We can clearly see 


1353) from 1884, printed in "Altes und Neues" V, 241 ff., signed by Bachmann, 
Dieckhoff, Schulze, Nésgen. 

1354) "Kirchenzeitung" by Columbus 1893, p. 314: "How man behaves in this" 
(namely with regard to the omission of wanton reluctance) "certainly depends on 
something, correctly understood, everything: on it depends his conversion and 
salvation. 

1355) Opp. v. a. VIL, 341 St. L. XVII, 1937; cf. the detailed explanation of this 
point in the preface to L. u. W. 1883, p. 37 ff. 
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that there is a general reason and a special reason. 

The general reason is in the words of Apology * (134, § 144 [Trigl. 
197, Apol., II, 144]), which we will place here again: Haec opinio legis 
(némlich opera mereri remissionem peccatorum) haeret naturaliter in 
animis hominum neque excuti potest, nisi quum divinitus docemur. [“This 
opinion of the Law [that works merit remission of sins] inheres by nature in 
men’s minds; neither can it be expelled, unless when we are divinely 
taught’’] It is natural for the human heart to think of the return to God by way 
of the Law, that is, human action. Just as the natural man knows that through 
his evil deeds and the guilt contracted by them, he has erected a dividing 
wall between himself and God, he also thinks that the removal of this 
dividing wall is somehow in the line of improving his life and his own 
actions. '°® The return to God without any performance on his part, only 
through faith in God already gracious through Christ's vicarious satisfaction, 
is completely inconceivable to man according to his natural nature, ov 
dwatat yv@vat. It is precisely the serious Christians who have a living 
experience of this. They can only hold fast to the " 
plea," etc., by continuing to fight hard against the opinio legis that still lives 
in their flesh. Well known are the recurring complaints of Luther that he 
finds it so difficult to get rid of the idea of Christ as a judge or representative 
of the law of God. Luther thinks that he has a harder fight in this respect than 
other Christians because he grew up in the Papacy, and he congratulates his 
students on being spared the Papist school. !°” But then Luther also states 
again and again that the opinio legis is only the carnal religion inherent in 
man. "Reason remains in the knowledge of God as it comes from the law." 
"The evangelical knowledge of God does not grow in our garden, reason 
does not know a drop of it; it must be proclaimed from above and formed in 
the heart.” '>®) Thus we need not be greatly surprised at the so general 
appearance of synergism. Synergism is nothing more and nothing less than 
an attempt to unite with Christianity the opinio legis, which is innate in man 
and over which even Christians, according to their flesh, are not yet 
completely above. 


1356) Apology 87, 7; 123, 91; 210, 22-24. [Trigl. 121, Apol., IV [II], 7; 
179, Apol., IT, 91; 321, Apol, XV [VII], 22-24] 

1357) St. L. VIL, 915, 1701 and often. 

1358) St. L. VIL, 1707. 1706. 1708. 
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The synergistic arguments against God's sole efficacy, that faith and 
conversion are demanded of man, that conversion necessarily has a "moral" 
character, that "self-determination" implies, is conditioned by "right 
behavior" against grace — all these arguments are already based on the 
premise that the return to God is in the field of law, human achievement, life 
improvement, works. It is not by chance that the fighters against sola gratia 
in conversion are usually also the fighters against ee eT a or 

. The situation is this: As long as one does not accept 
the truth of Scripture that God, for Christ's sake, is already completely 
merciful to all people, and the Gospel is the proclamation of this fact, one 
thinks that man’s return to God is still somehow conditioned by human 
achievement, and precisely also by this achievement that man is active for 
the achievement of faith by the right use of "the freedom left to him", by 
"refraining from wanton resistance", by "right behavior against grace" etc. 
359) On the other hand, if the doctrine of the Scriptures of objective 
reconciliation is held, there is simply no room for synergism. Man's return to 
God can then consist only in the fact that God, who is already perfectly 
gracious, gives faith in the gospel in man through the gospel as a pure gift of 
grace bpiv éyapio8n ... TO sic adtOv miotEvet [“Unto you it is given 
(éyapic8n) ... to believe on Him”’], Phil. 1:29. 

There is, however, another particular reason (“) for the synergistic 
assumption that conversion does not depend solely on God's grace, but 
decisively on human actions and behavior. And this reason explains to us the 
fact that even those people who we do not dare to deny the Christian faith 
have excluded synergism from their teaching system. 


1359) When, in the dispute about the doctrine of conversion and election by 
grace, "in consideration of faith" was taken as synonymous with "in consideration of 
human behavior", Walther declared in a letter to E. A. Brauer that this was "a part of 
that Gospel which does not want to let us be saved by grace". (Lebensbild des Pastor 
E. A. Brauer. St. L. 1898, p. 122) 
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1350) How did Melanchthon arrive at his synergistic 
"theory"? In discussing the doctrine of conversion in depth, we come across 
the crux theologorum, namely, the question why, by the general grace of 
God, not all men are converted and saved. While Luther certainly wanted to 
postpone the answer to this question to eternal life (the /umen gloriae) and 


already described the attempt to solve this difficulty as folly and diabolical 
empton VReE ner oe rare ener 


. According to his own statement, he was troubled by the question 
"why Saul is rejected, David is accepted". And because he had no desire for 
Calvin's answer, that is, for the denial of the gratia universalis, he chose the 
other false key that was presented to him, the denial of the sola gratia, (“) by 
making the human will (voluntas non repugnans or acultas applicandi se ad 
gratiam), alongside the Holy Spirit and the Word of God, a contributory 
cause of conversion (tres causae conversionis). He says this in the often 
trembling words (Loci, ed. Detzer I, 74): "Since the promise of the Gospel is 
universal, and since there are no contradictory wills in God, it is necessary 
that there be in us a cause of the difference between why Saul is rejected and 
why David is accepted, that is, there must be a different behavior (actio) in 
the two. In other words, (of 
"different behavior") , because here too, as 
elsewhere, he was plagued by his "philosophy" or rationalism. In these ways 
of Melanchthon also walk all the newer synergists. They believe that they 
are guilty of this cleverness beyond God's Word, according to Melanchthon's 


ways, of "theology". !°°) 


1360) Theology in the original version C.1,135. 198 f. 

1361) Cf. the presentation p. 46 ff. 

1362) This also becomes particularly clear with Frank when he distinguishes 
between the tasks of the Confessions and the tasks of "theology", e.g. Theol. d. F. C. 
I, 158 f. Likewise with Thomasius, Das Bekenntnis der ev.-luth. K. in d. Konsequenz 
s. Prinzips, p. 144 f.; Dogmengesch.2 I, 2, p. 520: "The confession has only the task 
of stating the facts of the Christian-church consciousness; the mediation is the task of 
theology.” 
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If we do not want to be wise beyond the Holy Scriptures, we must 
record the following statements: 1) We know exactly the reason for 
conversion: it is God's work of grace alone. !3°?) 2) We also know exactly the 
reason for non-conversion: it is man's reluctance and guilt alone. °° 3) But 
because the grace of God is general and serious, and all men are in the same 
total ruin, it remains a mystery in this life why some are converted and 
others are not. Every solution to this mystery brings us into conflict with 
Scripture. The mystery would be solved if we were to say that conversion 
does not depend solely on God's grace but also on the right behavior of man, 
or, which is the same thing, if we were to place next to God's grace as the 
reason or "explanatory reason" for conversion the human facultas applicandi 
se ad gratiam, the omission of wanton resistance, etc. But this solution 
contradicts the statements of Scripture, which so clearly and powerfully 
ascribe the emergence of faith to God's effect of grace and omnipotence, and 
not only deny man every inclination to the Gospel, but also attribute enmity 
of him against it. The mystery would also be solved if we were to teach the 
gratia particularis as the reason for not converting with Calvin. But this 
solution contradicts the statements of Scripture, which so clearly and 
powerfully teach the gratia universalis, seria et efficax, and this applies 
especially to those who are actually not converted and are lost. °°) Thus 
silence, that is, the recognition of a mystery that is indissoluble in this life, is 
the right theology willed by God. This is the position of Luther, as has 
already been explained in detail. '*°° This is also the position of the Formula 
of Concord, as it explains it in detail in its eleventh article (pp. 716, 57-64) 
[Trigl. 1081, SD., XI, 57—64]. Like Luther, the Formula of Concord rejects 
the substructure of synergism, 


1363) Cf. the statement on the causa efficiens of conversion, pp. 546 ff 

1364) Cf. the version on the gratia resistibilia, p. 557, and on the gratia 
universalis, seria et efficax, p. 21 ff. 

1365) Matt. 23:37; Acts 7:51 Cf. the exposition on the gratia universalis, seria 
et efficax, pp. 17 ff. 

1366) Cf. the section on Luther's doctrine of a voluntas revelata and abscondita 
in the difference from Calvin's doctrine, pp. 46 ff 
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namely, Melanchthon's different behavior and unequal guilt, and teaches that 
in comparing the saved with those who go to perdition ("Wwe held against 
them"), the former are "in equal guilt" and also "behave evil against God's 
word" (nos cum illis collati et quam simillimi illis deprehensi). 
Consequently, the Formula of Concord also instructs us to acknowledge the 
fact that "one is hardened, blinded, given in the wrong sense, and another, 
though in the same guilt, is converted", a mystery that is insoluble in this 
life, because the revelation of the Scriptures does not lead us beyond Hos. 
13:9: "Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the guilt is thine; but that thou 
shouldest be helped, that is pure my grace. "But what in this Disputation 
wants to go too high and out of these limits" (extra hos limites, namely about 
the sola culpa for the lost and about the sola gratia for the saved), "we 
should put our finger on Paulo's mouth, remember and say: Who are you, 
man, who want to be right with God? This is also the position of 16th 
century Lutheran theologians before and at the time of the Formula of 
Concord. !3°” Among the Lutheran 


1367) In the Strasbourg Formula of Concord of 1563 it says: "But that this grace 
or this gift of faith is not given by God to all, since he calls everyone to himself, and 
calls earnestly after his infinite goodness: 'Come to the wedding feast, all is ready’, 
that is a closed mystery, known only to God, not to be found out by any human 
reason, to be regarded and worshipped with timidity, as it is written: Oh, what depth 
of riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are His 
judgments and His ways unfathomable! Rom. 11 And Christ thanks God the Father 
for hiding these things from the wise and prudent and revealing them to babes. Matt. 
11: "Meanwhile, consciences that are challenged should not be offended by this 
hidden way of the divine will, but should look at the will of God revealed in Christ, 
which calls all sinners to Himself. (See Léscher's Hist. mot. II, p. 288.) — Joachim 
Morlin: "It has been revealed to us that God wants to make saved only those who 
believe in Christ, and that unbelief is out of us. But the judgments of God are hidden, 
why he converts Paul, why Caiaphas does not convert him, why he accepts the fallen 
Peter again, why he leaves Judas to despair. (At Schliisselburg, Catalogus 
Haereticorum, V, p. 228.) — Chemnitz: "How is it then that Judas is not exempted, 
that he does not receive forgiveness of sin, since he repented of what he had done? 
And what is lacking in his repentance and contrition, that he cannot obtain mercy? He 
had no faith in Christ, does not believe that God is merciful and forgives sin, and this 
does him harm; for where there is no faith, there is neither the grace of God nor the 
forgiveness 
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theologians of the 17th century, a change was in the offing. (*) Whereas the 
theologians of the 16th century, when comparing the saved with the lost, i.e., 


of sin. Now our Catechism, in the third article of our Christian faith, says that man 
cannot believe in Jesus Christ or come to it by his own reason or strength, but the 
Holy Spirit must bring him to such faith, for faith is a gift of God. Then we must 
return with unanswered questions and say (Rom. 11) O what a depth of riches, both 
of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are His judgments and 
His ways unfathomable! We cannot and should not investigate this and delve too 
deeply into such thoughts, but should use this so that we do not deliberately enter into 
sin and try to tempt God, so that God does not pull his hand away from us and make 
us sink; for where this happens, we always fall from one sin into another and 
gradually slide so deeply into sin that afterward there is no return, and we cannot 
again reach for the same position as was the case with Judah.” (Passionspredigten 
IV, p. 17 f.) — Apology of the Book of Concord (Chemnitz, Selnecker, Kirchner 
[CPH 2018, p. 423]): "The Christian Book of Concord does not say that God does not 
reject some, and thus also does not contradict Luther’s saying in his Bondage of the 
Will against Erasmus that it is the highest rung of faith to believe that God is most 
kind even though He saves so few. But it does not say that God is the effective cause 
of this rejection or condemnation, which is the end result of our opponents’ doctrine. 
When it comes to this disputation, all people ought first to put their hands over their 
mouths and say with the apostle Paul: (Rom. 11:20): ‘Propter incredulitatem defracti 
sunt’ [“They were broken off because of their unbelief’] and Rom. 6:23 “The wages 
of sin is death”; secondly, when the question is asked why God the Lord should not 
convert all men (that he could do so), convert and make them believe through his 
Holy Spirit, etc., the apostle should also speak to him: Quam incomprehensibilia sunt 
iudicia eius et impervestigabiles viae eius! [“How unsearchable are His judgments 
and His ways past finding out.’] But by no means should ascribe to God the Lord 
Himself the willing and real cause of the rejection or damnation of the impenitent. 
But should they press upon us and say: Because you confess the election of the elect, 
you must also confess the other thing, namely, that in God Himself is a cause of 
rejection from eternity, even apart from sin, etc, we say that we do not at all consider 
to make God the causer of rejection (which is actually not in God but in sin) and to 
really attribute to him the cause of the damnation of the ungodly, but we want to stick 
to the little saying of the prophet Hosea, chapter 13, since God says “O Israel, thou 
hast destroyed thyself; but in Me is thine help’. They also do not want to investigate 
the dear God, as Luthero heard above, as long as he is hidden and has not revealed 
himself. For it is too high for us and we cannot understand it; the more we get 
involved in this, the further we get from the dear God and the more we 
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when asking why some are converted and others are not, come clean from 
the start and declare in no uncertain terms that at this point there is a mystery 
that cannot be solved in this life, the later theologians begin to argue in the 
direction of the attempted explanations. This happens namely in connection 
with the introduction of the formula intuitu fidei into the doctrine of the 
choice of grace. But nevertheless 


doubt His most gracious will toward us. In such a way the Book of Concord is not 
denied that God does not work in the same way in all men; for find much at all times 
which he has not called by his public preaching. But that we should therefore 
conclude with the opposite, that he was a real cause of the rejection of such people, 
and that he decided it for himself out of mere advice that he would reject them and 
cast them out forever, even outside sin, should never be discussed with us. For it is 
enough that when we come to this depth of the 'mystery' of God, we speak to the 
Apostle (Rom. 11): "His judgments are unsearchable' and (1 Cor. 15): "We give 
thanks to God, who has given us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ. What is 
above will be revealed to us by our own Savior Christ in eternal life itself." (Apology 
of the Formula of Concord. Dresden 1584, col. 206 f. [CPH 2018, p. 423-424]) — 
Selnecker: "Although God could make willing beings out of all who do not want, He 
does not do so; and why He does not do so, He has His most just and wise reasons, 
which it is not our business to investigate. Rather, we owe it to ourselves to give 
thanks with all our hearts that he has called us to the communion of eternal life by 
preaching the Gospel and has enlightened our hearts by faith. (In Omnes Epp. D. 
Pauli Acts Commentary. Leipzig 1595, col. 213.) - Timotheus Kirchner: "Since faith 
in Christ is a special gift of God, why does he not give it to all? Answer: We should 
save discussion of this question for eternal life, and let it suffice that God does not 
want us to investigate His secret judgments (Rom. 11): ‘O what a depth of riches, 
both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How incomprehensible are his 
judgments!" (Enchiridion, p. 143.) — And now from that time some judgments on 
Melanchthon's statement. 


. And what do you think of the 4 paragraphs that were 
brought in after Luther's death? It is written there: "It must be a necessary cause of 
the difference in us why a Saul is rejected and a David is accepted." (Imprint of the 
protocol in Lehre und Wehre, Jahrg. 28, p. 446.) — Konrad Schliisselburg lists under 
8 numbers "praecipuos Synergistarum errores" ("main errors of Synergists"]. No. 2 
reads: In nobis esse causam, cur alii assentiantur promissioni gratiae, alii non 
assentiantur. [“In us is the reason why some agree to the promise of grace, and others 
do not.”] (Catalogus V, p. 16. 17.) — [Leonhard] Hutter also resolutely dissociates 
himself from Melanchthon's statement, expressing it as a synergistic error. 
(Explicatio F. C., p. 200. 201.) 
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There remains an essential difference between theologians like Gerhard, 
Quenstedt, Calov, Joh. Adam Osiander and others, and the more recent 
Lutherans. While nothing is more familiar to the latter than the statement 
that in the "different behavior" of man, in his self-determination for or 
against grace, the explanation is given why some are converted and others 
are not, former theologians, like those mentioned above, when they reach the 
decisive point, give up their attempts to explain. They do not say that we 
have to look for the reason why some people are converted while others 
remain unconverted in their different behavior against grace, but rather 
admonish them to let the two truths revealed in Scripture remain: those who 
are converted and become saved owe this solely to the grace of God; those 
who remain unconverted and are lost must put this on their own account of 
guilt. '°°% It is precisely the main arguments with which the newer Lutherans 
want to ensure that man has a share in the achievement of his conversion (the 
proof of the imperative and conditional clauses, the conclusion from 
unwillingness to willing, the assumption of a neutral state, the threat of 
forced conversion and gratia irresistibilis) that they dismiss as factually and 
logically incorrect. 


1368) So Gerhard, Loci, L. de libero arbitrio, § 57: Quod multi convertuntur et 
salvantur, agnoscendum est solius divinae gratiae opus esse; quod multi non 
convertuntur et pereunt, agnoscendum est ipsorum pereuntium culpa unice fieri, in 
qua pia simplicitate mens Christiana secure acquiescere posset, si vel maxime 
omnibus difficultatibus, praesertim tis, quae circa individua hominum 
convertendorum moventur, sese non possit expedire. [Google] Also Quenstedt IT, 59: 
Quod dicitur causam, quod quidam credunt, non esse in hominibus, sed in Deo fidem 
pro beneplacito suo iis largiente, id verbo est consentaneum Eph. 2:8; Phil. 2:13. 
Quod vero infertur (the conclusion is made) causam, scil, cur alii in 
incredulitate,perseverent, similiter in Deo esse, id sicut S. Scripturae, 1 Tim. 2:4; 2 
Petr. 3:9, contrarium, ita nec ex antecedente sequitur. [Google] — P. Piscator 
(Commentary in F. C.., p. 577; in Baier IIL, 584): "But that some may give and say 
such childish and even drunken things: If it is solely due to God's grace and election 
and not also partly to man's will, or if it is solely due to God that man becomes a 
believer and accepts the salvation of the Word, and not to man's free arbitrariness, 
then God is a respecter of the person, cum non aequalibus aequalia dividat, because 
he does not give faith to one and the other. These dolts deserve a sound thrashing that 
they give our Lord God the credit of inequity, because his incomprehensible 
judgments do not rhyme with their foolish reason.” 
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They do this especially in the fight against the theologians of Helmstedt and 
Musaeus. '*°?) Musaeus himself gives a correct account of the Lutheran 
doctrine despite his own deviation from it. To the reproach of the Reformed 
theologian Wendelin that the Lutherans put the cause of the difference 
(causam discretionis), why some people are converted while others are not, 
into the human being, he answers: "Wendelin does not quite honestly present 
the opinion of "our side" (the Lutherans) "and expresses it ambiguously with 
diligence, so that he could criticize it. First of all, we are in the habit of not 
saying that the cause of the difference between why some convert and those 
who are not converted lies solely in man, but all say with one mouth (uno 
ore dicunt omnes) that the cause of why those who are converted lies not in 
man but solely in God, but the cause of why those who persist in godlessness 
are not converted lies not with God but solely in man. !37° In this way, both 
Calvinism and Synergism are rejected as an answer to the question why, 
with the general grace of God and the same total destruction of man, not all 
men are converted and saved, and at this point the existence of a mystery 
that cannot be resolved in this life is recognized. In the 19th century only 
individual theologians in Germany, like Guericke, acknowledged the 
position of the Formula of Concord. '°’ In particular, however, this has 
been done in America [4] by the 


1369) The dogma-historical material is communicated in "Zur Einigung" under 
the section: "Die Beurteilung der alten Dogmatiker", p. 37 ff. [English translation: 
Conversion and Election, "The Position of the Old Dogmaticians", p. 51 ff.] 

1370) Collegium controversiarum, p. 390. Bei Baier, ed. W. II, 227. 

1371) Guericke, Symbolik 3, p. 395 f. Both Churches [the Reformed and the 
Lutheran] declare emphatically: “Whoever is lost is rejected solely through his own 
fault, as a sinner.' But while the Lutheran Church in modest resignation stops at this 
sentence, the Reformed Church in however consistent argumentation of 
understanding—indeed, in unbending, rigid consistency of understanding that does 
not bend even before the word of God—extends the above conclusion also to the 
unsaved. . . The Lutheran Church recognizes from this that it is not for mortals to 
want to penetrate this mystery of divine righteousness, and in humble submission 
refrains from answering a question which, as it does not conceal, could only be 
answered blasphemously by the weak mortal. The saved, she teaches, is saved by 
God's grace in Christ alone, without any merit of his own; 
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Missouri Synod and the synods associated with it, both toward Synergism 
and Calvinism. !3””) 


the wretched is wretched through his own fault, because he continually resists divine 
grace. Why the resistance of the former to divine grace is finally broken, but that of 
the latter is not, is not the merit of the former, but the fault of the latter; the 
underlying inner disposition of man, however, if it is good, comes only from God, but 
if itis evil, not from God. But man with his stupid mind, clouded by sin, is not able to 
explore this deepest depth of the divine workshop, and it is greater wisdom to 
acknowledge the divine mystery than to solve it blasphemously." 

1372) American Calvinism, as represented by Shedd and Hodge, denies the 
Lutheran Church the right to exist, provided that it confesses in the Formula of 
Concord both the universalis gratis and the sola gratia. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology | 
448; Hodge, Systematic Theology Il, 325. After the events of the German modern 
Lutherans (Kahnis, Luthardt, Dieckhoff), American synergism fought just as 
vehemently against the position of the Formula of Concord. "Theol. Monatshefte" 
1872, p. 80: "That of two people who hear the Gospel, in one case reluctance and 
death is taken away, but not in the other, ... that has its reason in the free self-decision 
of man.” "Zeitblatter" 1911, p. 526: "So the different work of the converting and 
saving grace is probably explained by the different behavior of people towards it. 


"The first reason 
why this is not a Lutheran doctrine, but one that the Lutheran Church has always 
rejected in the most decisive way, is that this destroys the inexplicable mystery why 
certain people come to faith and become saved, while others do not come to faith and 
are lost, although both are equally powerless and guilty when this mystery is 
explained according to the thoughts of their reason. The different behavior and the 
different guilt and the same bad behavior and the same guilt also remained the "core 
question" in the controversy about the doctrines of Conversion and the Election of 
grace that has been going on since 1880. The former was claimed by the synods of 
Iowa, Ohio, etc., the latter by the synod of Missouri and the synods associated with it. 
Cf. the presentation in " Zur Einigung", Chapter III. V [pp. 14 ff. & 22 ff.; English 
translation: Conversion and Election, pp. 20 ff. & 31 ff.]. Furthermore: Proceedings 
of the 32nd Convention of the Synods of Wisconsin and Minnesota 1882, pp. 31 ff. 
After rejecting Calvinism and synergism, it says there: "It remains a mystery why 
some are converted while others remain unconverted. Only this must be firmly 
established, that just as little as the remaining of some in the unconverted state is 
based on God's purpose, so is the conversion of others founded in a diversity of 
resistance. ... The Formula of Concord knows nothing of a solution of the mystery 
here by a distinction between natural and willful 
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Our theological colleges have the task of convincing students of three 
things in particular: 1. that the position of the Formula of Concord is the only 
one in accordance with Scripture; 2. that the accusation of lack of scientific 
insight which is made against the position of the Formula of Concord comes 
from a theological dilettantism which pretends to have knowledge which it 
does not have; 3. that the position of the Formula of Concord has the 
consensus of all Christians. This is even the case with Christian teachers 
who, like Melanchthon, allow their flesh so much room in themselves that 
they advocate synergism as a theory in word and writing. Luther has already 
pointed this out in De servo arbitrio. 3" 

The harmfulness of synergism. “ 

On the basis of the foregoing, the harmfulness of synergism can be 
summarized as follows: 1. synergism knows no gospel and no grace in the 
Christian sense. A Gospel that promises 


reluctance, but says where it addresses the mysteries we are not to brood over: ‘One is 
blinded, given in the wrong sense, and another, equally guilty, is converted.’ [Trigl. 
1081, F. C., Sol. Decl., XI, 57] 

1373) Opp. lat. y. a. VII, 166: Si ex omnibus assertoribus liberi arbitrii 
ostendere potestis unum, qui tantillum robur animi vel affectus habuerit, ut in nomine 
et virtute liberi arbitrii unum obolum contemnere, uno bolo carere, unum verbum vel 
signum iniuriae ferre potuerit (nam de contemptu opum, vitae, famae nihil dicam), 
iterum palmam habete et sub hastam libenter ibimus. Atque id ipsum vos, qui tanta 
bucca verborum vim liberi arbitrii iactatis, nobis exhibere debetis, aut iterum de lana 
caprina videbimini statuere, aut ut ille in vacuo theatro ludos spectare. Ego vero 
contrarium vobis facile ostendam, quod viri sancti, quales iactatis, quoties ad Deum 
oraturi vel acturi accedunt, quam penitus obliti incedant liberi arbitrii sui, 
desperantes de semet ipsis, ac nihil nisi solam et puram gratiam longe alia meritis 
sibi invocantes, qualis saepe Augustinus, qualis Bernardus, cum moriturus diceret: 
Perdidi tempus meum, quia perdite vixi. Non video hic allegari vim aliquam, quae ad 
gratiam sese appet, sed accusari omnem vim, quod non nisi aversa fuerit. Quanquam 
illi ipsi sancti aliquando inter disputandum aliter de libero arbitrio locuti sunt, sicut 
video omnibus accidisse ut alii sint, dum verbis aut disputationibus intenti sunt, et 
alii, dum affectibus et operibus; illic dicunt aliter quam affecti fuerunt ante, hic aliter 
afficiuntur quam dixerunt ante. Ex affectu vero potius, quam ex sermone metiendi 
sunt homines, tam pii quam impii. [Google] (St L. XVIII, 1729 f.) - Cf. Zur Einigung, 
Chapter VII: "The Agreement of All Christians to the Presentation of the Formula of 
Concord", pp. 32 ff. [English translation: Conversion and Election, p. 45 ff.; text 


Chpt VII). 
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grace to men who are less guilty or behave better than others—there is no 
such gospel. According to the Gospel revealed in the Scriptures, God's grace 
returns to those who are broken-hearted, not to those who, in comparison 
with others, still find advantages in themselves with God. What synergism 
calls gospel and grace is the gospel and grace of the Pharisee (Luke 18:9 ff.), 
who thanked God that he was not like other people, and therefore went down 
to his house unjustified. 


This is the reason for Luther's dictum: "You” [Erasmus] “have 
seized me by the throat” (ipsum iugulum petisti). 

2. Synergism, as much as it is in him, does not lead to conversion, and 
for those who have already believed through the sola gratia, as much as it is 
in him, he throws himself out of the faith. It does not allow conversion to 
take place because it prevents man from despairing before God completely 
in his own actions and abilities. But where this despair is not (terrores 
conscientiae), faith in the grace of God in Christ cannot arise either. Luther 
describes the situation quite correctly when he says that man remains in trust 
in himself (fiducia sui) as long as he thinks he can do even the slightest thing 
(vel tantulum) for his salvation. '°”” And if man, dominated by the 
synergistic opinion, at the moment feels himself unable to do what he claims 
is necessary for his conversion, he hopes to be able later to reduce his guilt 
before God, to be able to behave in a way that is quite contrary to grace and 
to make the correct choice of self-determination (locum, tempus, opus 
aliquod sibi praesumit, vel sperat vel optat saltem, quo tandem perveniat ad 
salute [St. L. XVIII: 1715 “He presumes upon himself a place, a time, a 
work, or at least hopes or wishes, by which he may finally arrive at 
salvation” ]). With regard to his conversion, he hopes for better times, but 
they never come. Thus, synergism prevents conversion. And those who have 
already become believers are thrown out of faith, because faith, as it arises 
from sola gratia, only exists vis-a-vis sola gratia. If faith lets go the "by 
grace alone" 


1374) Note 148. 
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as its object, it leaves its anchor basis. The saddest example in this regard is 
Peter, whose case was caused by the opinion that he could behave better than 
the other disciples: “Though all men shall be offended because of Thee, yet 
will I never be offended”. !°”) In short, synergism is a mortal enemy of both 
the origin of faith in grace and of remaining in faith in grace. The Catholic 
Moehler seeks to save "Orthodox Protestantism" from semi-pelagianism and 
synergism by admitting that man must certainly not believe that "because of 
fine seeking and will, divine grace is due to him". But this did not exclude 
the possibility that God might put "honest seeking and willing" into action. 
1376) These are mera verba, praeterea nihil [“mere words, nothing more”. 
Provided that God really does bring man's honest seeking and willing into 
action, man must also believe. Now Scripture says two things: a. that the 
assumed honest seeking and willing is a non-ens, because the grace of God 
in Christ is not sought and willed by men, but is foolishness and offence to 
them; b. that it is not someone's will or desire, but God's mercy. The 
Protestant Mead '°”” seeks to prove that the synergism and the faith of a 
Christian are tolerably compatible. Mead says: "Since he " (the synergist) 
holds that without God's assisting grace he never would have come to 
repentance, he may properly thank God for having thus led him into the way 
of salvation." So Mead thinks of a faith by which man, in order to obtain 
grace, believes partly in grace and partly in himself. That this is an 
impossible faith is already indicated by Mead himself when he adds "But in 
so far as he" (the synergist) "compares himself with those who have resisted 
the divine influences, he must, if consistent with his theory, take credit to 
himself for the difference—for having, of his own free will, yielded to the 
monitions of the Spirit. But then Mead actually admits that this "giving 
oneself credit for the difference" is not compatible with the Christian 


1375) Matt. 26:33. 1376) Symbolik 5, p. 118. 
1377) Irenic Theology. A Study of Some Antitheses in Religious Thought. 1905, 


p. 156 ff. 
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faith. He says: "A disclaimer of all dependence on Him [God] would sound 
like something little short of downright blasphemy" and: "When addressing 
God, men are little inclined to assert their freedom and ability" and: "The 
most ardent champion of the doctrine of free will may be found supplicating 
the Lord to give him these graces, which, according to his theory, he ought 
to obtain and cultivate for himself. Thus, it comes to the same conclusion as 
Apology (114, 33 [Zrigl. 166, Apol., Il, 33]): "If anyone thinks that faith 
can rely on God and on his own work at the same time, he certainly does not 
understand what faith is", and (97, 56 [Zvig/. 137, ibid., 56]): "Whenever 
Scripture speaks of faith, it means faith based on pure grace.” 

3. Synergism involves all those who protect it in a whole series of 
contradictions. Although it springs from rationalism, its objections to the 
sole efficacy of God in the conversion of mere paralogisms are gross 
violations of logic, as we have seen when examining the individual 
objections. Furthermore, synergism puts its protectors, if they are Christians, 
in contradiction with themselves and with the whole of Christendom on 
earth, because all Christians believe that God alone is effective in 
conversion. In particular, synergism brings theologians who want to be 
Lutheran into contradiction with Luther and the Lutheran confession. They 
take Erasmus' side against Luther, because Luther does not know different 
behavior when comparing the saved with the lost, but teaches the same guilt 
and the same evil behavior. 
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corrections to Luther's writing without explicitly saying so. '°7® All 
assertions are a violation of historical truth. As late as 1537, Luther called 
his De servo arbitrio his best book, along with his Small Catechism. '°’?) Nor 
would we know of any of Luther's writings in which he insists so ex professo 
and so often and so powerfully that every sinner should and can hold on to 
the revealed God, that is, to the means of grace, with all confidence, as his 
writing against Erasmus. Just as clearly he teaches in this Scripture God's 
earnest will of grace in relation to all hearers of the Word. Luther says of 
God, in so far as he acts with people in the means of grace: “He mourns the 
death he finds in the people, and he seeks to remove it (amovere studieren). 
For this is what God revealed (hoc agit Deus praedicatus) does, that he may 
take away sin and death and we shall be saved."('*®° Furthermore, "The 
incarnate God" (that is, God in Christ and in the Means of Grace) "says: I 
have willed and you have not willed; the incarnate God, I say, is sent (in hoc 
missus est) to want, to speak, to do, to suffer, to offer to all everything 
necessary for salvation (ut offerat omnibus omnia, quae sunt ad salutem 
necessaria). And as far as the Formula of Concord is concerned, it does not 
secretly correct Luther's writing De servo arbitrio, but openly professes to it, 
as in which Dr. Luther "this thing" ("of the captive will of man") "well and 
thoroughly carried out and preserved" (egregie et solide explicuit atque 
sententiam hanc piam et invictam esse demonstravit). '*°" Just as the 
Formula of Concord confesses clearly and in detail the same truth for which 
the "initial" Luther is accused of particularism, namely, the truth that when 
comparing the saved with the lost, it is not a different guilt and behavior, but 
the same guilt and the same evil 


1378) Dieckhoff even claimed that Luther was thought of when "the Stoics and 
Manichaean nonsense" was rejected in the 2nd article of the Formula of Concord. (L. 
u. W. 1886, p. 492 [sic - p. 193]) 

1379) Luther's letter to Capito dated 9 July 1537 St. L. XXI b, 2176. 

1380) Opp. v. VIL, 222. 

1381) Cf. the article "Luther and the Formula of Concord", L. u. W. 1886, pp. 
193 ff. The article is directed against Dieckhoff's paper "Missouri Predestinatianism 
and the Formula of Concord", Rostock 1885. 
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behavior was to be recognized. And just as Luther considered it necessary to 
hold to this truth so that the Christian doctrine of grace might remain intact, 
so too the Formula of Concord says: "that when we hold against them [the 
lost one] and compare with them (cum illis collati etf quam simillimi 
deprehensi), the more diligently we may recognize God's pure grace on the 
vessels of mercy and learn to praise". And just as Luther, in this situation, 
holds the general grace and refers to the /umen gloriae for the resolution of 
this apparent contradiction, so too does the Formula of Concord through the 
whole passage, pp. 716, 57-64 [Zrigl. 1081 f., Sol. Decl., XI, 57—64]. A 
Lutheran who explains the actual conversion of a person from his different 
behavior, right conduct, etc., is a contradictio in adiecto, like "wooden iron" 
and "dry water". '3°?) We must call upon every synergist, no matter in what 
form he dresses his synergism: Ipsum iugulum petisti! Luther and Erasmus 
are not compatible. !*8) Unfortunately, synergism has become a 
characteristic of modern theology, including that which calls itself Lutheran, 
both in Europe and in this country. 8 


1382) Késtlin gives way to the fact that at no time in his life did Luther teach the 
fundamental theorem of modern Lutherans and all synergists, namely the free 
decision for grace. (Luthers Theologie 2 I, 79; I, 67.) — Kahnis proves the same in 
relation to the Formula of Concord: "The Formula of Concord as it stands rejects all 
participation. (Dogmatik I, 251.) 

1383) Cf. Luther himself, St. L. XVUI, 2006 ff: Luther's Preface to Corvinus' 
Book of the Erasmus Proposal for Church Unification. 

1384) Kahnis, Dogmatik 2 I, 251: "The impossibility of a salvation without any 
contribution of human freedom must be regarded as an undeniable result of the newer 
theology. G. Fritschel, "Monatshefte" 1872, p. 87 f.: "In this lies the real, innermost 
difference between the Biblical and the Predestinatian teachings, according to which 
man's eternal destiny is rooted in his personal free decision for or against the grace 
offered to him by Christ. ... He [God] makes it depend on the decision of man, whom 
he will have mercy on and whom he will harden. "Zeitblatter" 1887, p. 325: It is 
"undeniable that in a certain sense conversion and salvation also depend on man and 
not only on God". As long as someone does not want to learn from the Scriptures that 
monergism does not include praeteritio (Acts 7:51; Rom. 10:21), he cannot be 
helped. He is either a synergist or a Calvinist, and in doing so he still feels himself to 
be scientific and pious, even though he is the opposite of both. 
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Finally, a few words should be said about the evil influence that 
synergism has on young students. Apart from the fact that the synergistic 
teacher of theology constantly endangers the personal state of grace of the 
students by instructing them, instead of believing in God's grace in their 
"different behavior", their "self-determination", etc., he cannot help but be 
harmful in logical and moral terms. As far as logical damage is concerned, it 
must be said that because the objections to monergism are based on 
paralogisms, as we have seen, synergism is a formal education in the 
illogical. The moral damage is particularly evident in the following points: a. 
In order to gain the appearance of justification, synergism is induced to 
continually shift the status controversiae. It pretends to have to save from 
monergism the truths that man is not an animal, that man is not forced into 
conversion, that it is not the Holy Spirit but man in conversion who believes. 
These shifts in the point of contention can only be based on the spiritual 
disposition to deceive oneself and others, b. Synergism has a very clear way 
of moving in ambiguous terms (aeguivocationes). For example, when it says: 
"In man there is a point of reference for conversion", which could be 
correctly understood by capacitas passiva, but which is incorrectly 
understood by synergism as a concession or a right behavior of man towards 
grace. The expressions belong in the same class: Conversion is a moral 
rocess, conversion is free, man's responsibility must be respected, etc. 


1385) ¢, Because synergism lacks the foundation 
of Scripture and therefore also the inner conviction of truth, there is a 
noticeable tendency among its representatives to ascribe to themselves 


1385) St. L. XVI, 1996: Erasmus " should not only have known, but should 
also have proved in fact what Fabius teaches: that one should avoid an ambiguous 
word like a cliff. And if such a thing is omitted from our minds, we can forgive it; but 
to seek it with diligence and resolution is not worthy of forgiveness, but of the most 
just of all.” 
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over against monergism, which stands only on the clear words of Scripture, a 
higher scholarship, more thorough exegesis, "looking at the matter in a cool, 
philosophical way”. How harmful this phraseology is to students of 
theology, who after all have to learn ovéev atep ypagye [“nothing but 
Scripture”], knows every theological teacher who has some experience of 
office. 138° 


1386) Evidence for the kind of synergism described can be found in the context 
of Kahnis, Dogmatik 2 Il, 248 ff., 225 ff.; Luthardt, Die Lehre vom freien Willen, p. 
122 ff. (the criticism of Luther), p. 270 ff. (the criticism of the Formula of Concord), 
p. 314 ff. (the criticism of Quenstedt and Calov); Luthardt, Dogmatik '°, p. 178 ff. 
269 ff. A comparison of the various editions of his dogmatics shows that Luthardt 
became more cautious in his criticism of Lutheran doctrine. But from his last 
dogmatic writing, Die christliche Glaubenslehre, p. 306 ff. 439 ff., it is clear that he 
firmly rejects the scriptural doctrine of conversion. According to him the divine 
effect of grace ends "at the limit of our self-determination". Luthardt has stuck to the 
teaching that without self-determination there is no human responsibility, thus 
directly contradicting the Scriptures and consequently denying the whole doctrine of 
original sin, Rom. 8:7; Eph. 2:3. Julius Késtlin has also become more cautious in his 
criticism of Luther's teaching, as can be seen from a comparison of the first and 
second editions of his writing "Luthers Theologie". Historically correct, K6stlin 
reports that Luther does not know the self-determination for grace demanded by 
modern theology, neither in De servo arbitrio nor later (Luthers Theologie 2 I, 67 f.; 
II, 71 ff.); but KG6stlin at the same time indicates that he considers the lack of self- 
determination to be a lack in Luther's theology. Cf. also Késtlin, Luthers Leben I, 691 
ff. — What has been said in the United States for the protection of synergism is quite 
completely compiled by Leander S. Keyser in Election and Conversion. (1914,184 
pages). This book rightly found universal approval among all those who ascribe a pro 
and contra position to man before conversion. That Keyser's book is regarded as 
inferior by one or the other in his own camp, we do not think is right. That he 
consistently distorts "Missonri's position" is something he has in common with all 
those who want to give synergism the appearance of justification. It also has illogic in 
common with all those who attempt the impossible, on the one hand, to establish the 
sola gratia and, on the other hand, the "free moral agency" as the decisive factor. 
This impossible position is quite aptly revealed in Nitzsch-Stephan, Ev. Dogmatik 
1912, p. 709 f. Perhaps Keyser appears somewhat more confident than others in the 
lion's skin of scholarship ("the ethical and psychical character of conversion", "the 


real nature of free will") and the deeper study of Scripture. By the way, Kahnis, 
Beamat. 21,225, abo ascribes Melanchthon's deviation from Luther tothe "deeper 
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The synonyms of conversion. “ 
It cannot be denied that a "chaos" has already penetrated the doctrine of 
the appropriation of salvation in older and especially in more recent times. 


In more recent times one speaks of people who have become believers in 
Christ but have not yet been justified and born again,'*8” of converts who 
have not yet been born again, and conversely of born-again people who have 
not yet been converted, of enlightened people and those who have been 
raised from death but who still lack conversion through "self-determination" 
or "self-decision", of members of the body of Christ but who have lost faith 
in Christ from the heart, etc. This is truly a "chaos", a very harmful chaos. 
For now basically no frightened soul can know whether it is under wrath or 
under grace, and the secure ones are strengthened in their carnal security. It 
is therefore of the utmost importance to recognize that and to what extent 
regeneration, awakening and vivification, illumination, calling and 
repentance ‘coincide objectively’ with conversion and are only conceptually 
different from it. 

The Lutheran Symbols clearly express the factual identity of these 
terms. Repentance, conversion and regeneration are used synonymously 
Apol. 191, 34 [Zrigl. 291, VI, 34]: Nos dicimus, quod poenitentiam, hoc est, 
conversionem seu regenerationem, boni fructus, bona opera in omni vita 
sequi debeant. [“We say that good fruits, good works in every kind of life, 
ought to follow repentance, i. e., conversion, or regeneration.”] Also Apol. 
176, 58 [Trigl. 264, X II [V], 58]: Nos eas partes poenitentiae ponimus, quae 
propriae sunt in conversione seu regeneratione. [“We assign to repentance 
those parts which properly belong to it in conversion, or regeneration.).” ] — 
Conversion and revival are used as synonyms F. C. 609, 87 [Zrigl. 913-915, 
87]: "The conversion of our corrupt will, which is nothing else than a 
resuscitation of it from spiritual death, is only and solely the work of God 
(just as also the resuscitation in the resurrection of the body must be ascribed 
to God alone). Illumination, conversion, regeneration, renewal and drawing 
to Christ are used as synonyms F. C. 694, 24 [Trig/. 891, Sol. Decl., I, 24]: 
“Before man is 


1387) For example, Kahnis, Die Lehre vom Abendmahl, 1851, p. 429 f.; in Baier 
Ill, 185. 


600 > The Doctrine of conversion. [English ed. ~ 499] 


enlightened, converted, regenerated, renewed, and drawn by the Holy Ghost, 
he can of himself and of his own natural powers begin, work, or concur in 
working in spiritual things and in his own conversion or regeneration just as 
little as a stone or a block or clay” That here illumination, conversion, 
regeneration, renewal and drawing are not meant to be different and 
divergent processes is evident from the fact that these processes are 
immediately subsumed under "conversion or regeneration". In the 
immediately following words, the same processes are then dealt with under 
"faith": “For although he [man] can control the outward members and hear 
the Gospel . . . nevertheless he regards it as foolishness and cannot believe it. 
And in this respect he acts worse than a block, inasmuch as he is rebellious 
and hostile to God’s will, unless the Holy Ghost is efficacious in him, and 
kindles and works faith and other virtues pleasing to God, and obedience.” 
Examples of the factual equality of the above-mentioned terms in later 
theologians will be given below. 

The use of the Lutheran symbols corresponds to the use of Scripture. 
Just as conversion or conversion to God comes about when a person 
becomes a believer in the gospel (Acts 11:21), so too does regeneration, the 
bringing to life or raising from spiritual death, the enlightenment to a saving 
knowledge of God, the calling by which a person actually enters into God's 
community of grace, repentance to God through the emergence of faith in 
God who is gracious for Christ's sake. This is to be briefly demonstrated in 
detail, although it must always have been mentioned in the description of 
saving faith. 

1. Regeneration “ (regeneratio). Regeneration means conceptually the 
establishment of a new, namely spiritual, life. But that this rebirth consists in 
the kindling of faith in Christ is stated in 1 John 5:1: Everyone who believes 
that Jesus is the Christ is born of God (é« tod Ogod yeyévwnta1). Joh. 1:12- 
13 says of those who believe in His (Christ's) name: "who are not of the 
blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but 
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are born of God" (éx Ogod éyevvnPryoav) What Christ in John 3 said about 
the mysterious regeneration, in which Nicodemus could not find himself, he 
presents v. 14-15 with the words: "As Moses lifted up the serpent in the 
wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up, that whoever believes in 
Him may not perish but have eternal life”. "So now"—says Luther (VII, 
1862)—"stand the preaching of the Holy Spirit in the word 'new birth’ which 
he teaches and writes. Whoever believes in Christ, that he was born, died and 
was buried for us, and rose again from the dead, is born again or is reborn. . . 
It is not because of how you dress, nor whether you are a woman or a man. 
For that makes you not regenerated, but that I believe in Christ who died for 
me." So did later dogmatists. !3°8) The rebirth is not only done through 
baptism (Tit. 3:6: 614 Aovtpob maAtyyeveciac), but also through the word of 
the gospel (1 Petr. 1:23: &vayeyevvnpévot. . . dd AOyou C@vtos Feo). Just 
as in baptism the power that works is not in the water itself, but in the divine 
promise that promises forgiveness of sins (aweotcg apaptiav, Acts 2:38) 
through the water bath. For “It is not the water indeed that does them, but the 
word of God which is in and with the water, and faith, which trusts such 
word of God in the water.” 

2. The quickening or resurrection * [vivificatio, resuscitatio] These 
expressions denote conceptually the transfer from spiritual death to spiritual 
life. But that the raising to life or resuscitation takes place through faith in 
the Gospel is stated in scriptures as Col. 2:12: ovvnyépOnte 51a tic tioteMe 
Thc Evepysiac Tod Osod [“Ye are risen with Him through the faith of the 
operation of God.”’]; °8” Eph. 


1388) Baier III, 178: Facile constat, regenerationem in eo consistere, quod in 
hominibus generatur fides, adeoque homines ex non credentibus fiunt credentes, 1 
loh. 5:1: Omnis, qui creiit Iesum esse Christum, ex Deo natus dicitur. Nasci ex Deo 
autem est renasci, et sic manifeste constat hominem per hoc ipsum renasci, quod 
fides in ipso accenditur. [“It is easy to see that regeneration consists in the fact that 
faith is generated in men, so that men from unbelievers become believers, 1 loh. 5, 1: 
Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ is said to be born of God. But to be 
born of God is to be reborn, and thus it is evident that a man is reborn by this very 
fact, that faith is kindled in him.”] One must not conclude from the fact that Baier and 
other dogmatists treat regeneration in a special section alongside conversion that 
these teachers allow regeneration and conversion to be in distinction from each other 
objectively. 

1389) Most older and newer exegetes understand rightly that from the raising to 
the new spiritual life. Meyer 
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2:5-8: 6vtac Huds vVEKPOds TOIs TApAaTTmLAGLW ODvECMOTOINOEV TH Xplotd 
— T yap yapiti Eote ceOMOLEVOL GCEOMOLEVOL 616 MioTEMc. [“But God... 
even when we were dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ. . . . 
For by grace are ye saved through faith.”] 13° Spiritual revival is opposed to 
spiritual death. How is it that the transfer from spiritual death to spiritual life 
takes place on the part of man through faith in the Gospel? Sin does not kill 
as matter, it is not matter at all, as has already been explained, °° but sin 
kills as guilt before God and, seen in terms of its effect on the human heart, 
as a consciousness of guilt or an evil conscience. The evil conscience is 
already present through the law written in the human heart. It is called by the 
heathen: 10 duxkaimpa tod OEod ExtyvovtEc Sti Oi TA TOLADTA TPAGOOVTESG 
G01 Savatov sioiv. °°”) This killing effect is further increased by the 
revealed law, because the revealed law only increases sin and guilt, as Paul 
so casually points out. °°) Since man cannot erase guilt and an evil 
conscience 


points it almost singularly and very persistently to the bodily resurrection to eternal 
life, which is anticipated by faith. Meyer's thought is according to Scripture (Joh. 
5:24-25; 11:25), but here it is against the context. The ovvnyépdnte dé Tg Tiatews 
corresponds to the ovvtagévtés avtw ev TE Partiopati; and like this, so also this one 
falls into the life here on earth. Correctly Baehr e. g., who also quotes Hunnius: 
Modum explicat nostrae vivificationis et regenerationis, eamque per fidem effici 
testatur, cuius interventu remissis peccatis homo ad illius spiritualis lucem 
resuscitatur. [Google] — Meyer also wants to grasp the words tic Evepysiacs Tov 
@sov as object of faith, "not as Luther: ‘by faith God wrought' and almost all the 
moderns want, genitivus causae". Correctly Baehr: "If nothing can be said 
grammatically against this explanation of the genitive as object, the parallel passage 
Eph. 1:19 certainly speaks against it. There one cannot possibly regard kata as 
designating the object of faith, but must translate 'by virtue of the effect’. According 
to this parallel passage, the translation must be: fides, quam Deus efficit vel operatur, 
as most, and especially older, exegetes do. It was mostly for dogmatic reasons that 
one left this, the simplest and most natural explanation. One wanted to avoid all 
predestinarianism or feared that this explanation would lead to it.” 

1390) Stéckhardt [Commentary on Paul's letter to the Ephesians on Ephesians 
2:5; English edition p. 117]: "Apparently 6vtac vexpovcs denotes an actual bringing to 
life, which the readers have already experienced in itself, not the expectation of a 
future life. This against Meyer, who also understands here the deadness of eternal 
death and the making alive of eternal life. 

1391) L. de peccato. 1392) Rom. 1:32; 2:12 ff. 

1393) Rom. 7:1-13. v. 10: "Ey@ de ani8avov, Koi evpé9n Lot EVTOAT 1 Etc 
Cary, avtn Etc Savatov. 
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by any action on his part,!°° he remains in death before God as long as he 
remains under the law. Man, on the other hand, becomes alive at the moment 
in which God works faith in the Gospel in the heart and thereby writes his 
divine judgment of justification into the heart in place of his divine 
condemnation. This is why the apology of faith in the Gospel says: vivificat 
contritos — This faith quickens the contrite (172:36 [Trig/. 261, XII [V1], 
35]). —In a different sense, the Pietists in particular have used the word 
"awakening". They used it to describe the state in which a person is 
frightened out of his carnal security without having come to faith in Christ. 
Such a state exists, as we can see from the example of Felix, when, in Paul's 
sermon on righteousness and temperance and the future judgment éugoBoc 
eyéveto, Acts 24:25. to call this process " awakening " is not according to the 
usage of Scripture, but it is not factually incorrect either. However, false and 
very harmful doctrine is present when, with the Pietists and Synergists, one 
describes as merely "awakened" but not yet converted persons those who, 
although they possess the prima initia fidei, have not yet had sufficient 
"spiritual experience", have not yet carried out "conscious self- 
determination" or "self-decision". It is to be noted: Whoever has "the first 
beginnings of faith", scintillulam fidei, is already a believer or converted (FC 
591, 14). 

3. Iumination * (i/luminatio). The term conceptually describes the 
transfer of man, who is by nature in spiritual darkness (Eph. 5:8: nte yap 
mote oK0toc [“Ye were sometimes darkness”]) into the state of spiritual light 
(1. c.: viv d€ ac év Kvpio [“But now are ye light in the Lord”]). That this is 
factually the conversion is called Acts 26:18 says: avoi€a1 dq)’ HApLovs av 
TOV TOV GTOOTpEWaL G15 OKdTOVG sic pws [“To open their eyes and to turn 
them from darkness to light.”]. Here the terminus a quo is expressly 
indicated by ox6toc and the terminus ad quem of conversion by pwc. And 
enlightenment happens through faith in Christ. Christ as the reconciler of the 
world is the light of the world, and whoever believes in him is enlightened 
by it - rope, by faith. Joh. 12:46: Ey® oa sic tov Kéopov éAnAvia, tva tac 5 
MLOTEVOV TIOTEVOV sic ELLE EV TH OKOTIC. LN LEtvn. 17? It is therefore to be 
noted that unbelievers or unconverts cannot be called illuminated 
(illuminati). On this point, the Pietists were right 


1394) Apology 122, 87; 123, 91. [Trigl. 177, Apol., II, 87; 179, 179, 91] 
1395) Joh. 12:36, 38-40; 8:12 (Luther VII, 142 f.). 
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against some so-called orthodox who claimed that even unconverted pastors 
could be ascribed an illumination (i//uminatio), at least a kind of 
"Anleuchtung" (alluminatio). '°°° 

4. Calling “ (vocatio). The word vocation is used in Scripture in a 
double sense. First of all, it means the mere proclamation of the Gospel and 
the presentation of the forgiveness of sins and the action of the Holy Spirit to 
bring about faith. In this sense all people who become acquainted with the 
gospel are called. So the word is certainly Matt. 22:14 used: IloAAoi yap 
lol KANTOI, OAtyo1 Se exAeKtoi, "for many are called, few are chosen". 1°97) 
In most passages of Scripture, vocation does not mean the mere presentation 
of grace, but the actual transfer from the kingdom of the world or of unbelief 
into the kingdom of grace or of faith. In this sense the call is a synonym of 
conversion. Those who are called (kAntoi) are the converts, those who have 
not only heard the Gospel, but have also accepted it in faith. So Rom. 8:30: 
otc ExGAEcEv, tobTOUS Kai edtkaiwosv. 1398) 

5. Repentance  (poenitentia). The word repentance (uetévo1a), as the 
Formula of Concord (634, 7 [Trigl. 953, F. C., Sol. Decl., V, 7]) recalls, has 
an narrower and a wider meaning in Scripture. It denotes a. contrition 
(contritio), that is, the knowledge of sins brought about by the law (terrores 
conscientias). So in those passages where repentance is distinguished from 
the forgiveness of sins, such as Luke 24:47: Christ lets preach petavoiv sic 
MEOW ALAPTLOV sic Tavta TH Evy [“Repentance and remission of sins 
should be preached in His name among all nations.”]; b. repentance and faith 
or the entire conversion of man. So Luke 15:7: Xapé gota ev TH Ovpave 


1396) Baumgarten, Theol. Streitigkeiten I, 667 f. The literature at Walch, 
Bibliotheca Theol. Il, 745 sqq. Buddeus defended what was right against Krackewitz. 

1397) Matt. 20:16 these words are missing in B. L. Sin.; they are in C. D. It. Syr. 
Retained by Meyer, deleted by Tischendorf. 

1398) 1 Cor. 1:26; 1 Petr. 2:9; 2 Tim. 1:9 etc. In the titles of letters the 
Christians are called the "called": Rom. 1:6; 1 Cor. 1:2: «Antot &yto1. — Quenstedt 
(II, 662 sq.) and others also speak of a vocatio indirecta, which is present in the 
natural knowledge of God (Acts 17:27) and the rumor of true religion (Matt. 12:42), 
and the vocatio directa, which occurs solely through the message of the Gospel. Only 
in the latter sense is the call actually and according to the usus loquendi of Scripture 
used. Before the Gospel is known, all people walk in darkness despite their natural 
knowledge of God, Isaiah 9:1; Matt. 4:14 ff. 
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eni evil duaptwdg pwetavoowTt [Likewise joy shall be in heaven over one 
sinner that repenteth.”]. The uetavowv here is a person who is saved, an 
object of joy in heaven, where there is repentance and faith. Also Luke 13:3. 
5: "If you do not repent (wetavorte), you will all perish. In the meaning of b. 
repentance is a synonym of conversion. '°°” The Augsburg Confession 
describes repentance in the 12th article like this: Constat poenitentia proprie 
his duabus partibus: Altera est contritio seu terrores incussi conscientiae 
agnito peccato; altera est fides, quae concipitur ex evangelio seu 
absolutione et credit propter Christum remitti peccata [““Now, repentance 
consists properly of these two parts: One is contrition, that is, terrors smiting 
the conscience through the knowledge of sin; the other is faith, which is born 
of the Gospel, or of absolution, and believes that, for Christ’s sake, sins are 
forgiven.”] [Trigl. 49, XII]. The good works are, to be precise, 4 a 
consequence or fruit of penance: Deinde sequi debent opera, quae sunt 


fructus poenitentiae. 


The contritio cordis also comes under the aspect of human performance in 
Roman doctrine. The contritio cordis, insofar as it is worked by God through 
the Law (contritio passiva), is excluded from Roman penance. ” The 
Roman doctrine of penance is one of the cords by which souls are bound to 
the doctrine of works and thus to the ecclesiastical life of the Papacy and are 


kept away from Christ. !4°°) 


1399) Baier II, 210: Licet poenitentia aliquando strictius accipiatur pro parte 
conversionis, quae contritio dicitur, saepe tamen pro tota conversione accipitur. 
(“Although repentance is sometimes taken more strictly as part of the conversion, 
which is called contrition, it is often taken as the whole conversion.”’] 

1400) Apology 171, 28 [Zrigl. 259, Apol., XII [V], 28]. Footnote 1272. 

1401) This has already been explained under "Repeated conversion", p. 560 ff. 
There the documents from the Council of Trent are also mentioned. Chemnitz 
expresses its horror at the Roman doctrine of repentance. 

1402) Bellarmin (Lib. 1 De poenit., c. 19, propos. 1, at Quenstedt II, 855): 
Terror animo incussus a lege, quem Lutherani contritionem . . appellant, non recte 
inter partes poenitentiae numeratur. Haec propositio conformis est Concilio 
Tridentino, sess. Likewise Bellarmin J. c. excludes faith in the Gospel from 
repentance. Walther: "For the Papists the contritio is not something that God does 
through the law, but what man himself does. For them repentance is so much more as 
expiation, satisfaction. 

1403) The Apology sets out the confusion and torment of conscience that 
necessarily follows from the Roman doctrine of penance, p. 168, 4 ff. [Trigl. 255, 
Apol., XII [V], 4—10]: Prodeat nobis aliquis ex adversariis, qui dicat, quando fiat 
remissio peccatorum. Bone Deus, quantae tenebrae sunt! {“Let someone from our 
adversaries come forward to tell us when the remission of sins will take place. Good 
God, what darkness!”’] 
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Justification through faith. “ 
De iustificatione. 
1. Justification is done without works of the law, through faith. * 
At the very moment when a person becomes a believer in Christ or in 
the Gospel, !*™ that is, in the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ and 
offered in the Gospel, he is justified before God through this faith. 


. The connection between objective and 
subjective justification will be discussed later. Of the subjective justification 
that occurs through faith, Rom 3:28: AoyiCope8a. yap dtkarodobat miotEt 
&vO8panov. But Scripture is not content to say thetically that we are justified 
"through faith". Since this divine method of justification is quite contrary to 
human opinion—for all men, according to their natural concepts of religion, 
seek and expect justification from the works—,') Scripture is eager to 
insist that justification be carried out in the complete exclusion of the works 
of the Law. Rom. 3:28: AoyiCope8a yap sucatodo8a1 tiotEt GvOpamov yapic 
Epyov vonov. Gal. 2:16: od dukatodtat GvOpamocs é& Epyov vopnwov. Human 
works in any form are excluded from justification. Excluded are 1. all 
outwardly good works that men have outside and before faith, such as the 
works of the Pharisees; '*°° 2. all spiritually good works that flow from 


1404) On the various designations of the object of faith through which 
justification is made, cf. p. 507 s. and the following explanation under 
"Terminology". 

1405) Apology, 122, 85: Semper in mundo haesit impia opinio de operibus; 151, 
273: Homines naturaliter ita iudicant Deum per opera placandum esse. Nec videt 
ratio aliam iustitiam quam iustitiam legis civiliter intellectae. Luther, XIII, 2405: 
"Thus we have taught in the papacy itself: He who wants to be free from sin must do 
this and that. 

1406) Such works are numbered Luke 18:9-14, with the judgment that they are 
not in any causal nexus with justification. Also Paul reports that he was GPLELLTTOG 

, but, he adds: t& zavta ECnpimOnv Kai Hyodpot oKvBaAa sivat [“T 
count all things but loss . . . and do count them but dung”’], Phil. 3:6, 8. 
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faith flows like the works of the believing Abraham. '*°” Scripture also gives 
reasons why God has chosen this strange way of justification, namely, to 
completely detach justification from the law and the works of the law. God 
chose this method of justification: 1. so that man's forgiveness of sins and 
salvation might be certain; '4°*) 2. so that the object of human glory might not 
be man himself, but God's wholly undeserved grace in Christ. 14°) 

It is helpful if we remain aware that in the doctrine of Scripture we are 
confronted with a wonderful method of justification through faith '4!°- The 
miraculous easily takes a back seat to us, because we have mostly heard of 
justification by faith from our youth. But Luther is right when he says: " It is 
a great thing that I should lay hold on my heart and believe that all my sin is 
forgiven me, and that through such faith I 


1407) Rom. 4:2-3. about the exclusion of the works of believers from 
justification: Formula of Concord 617, 33 ff. [Trigl. 927, Sol. Decl., I, 33 ff.] 
Chemnitz: "When Paul excludes the works of the law from justification, does he 
mean only the Levitical ceremonies or the works done without spirit and faith? Paul 
speaks of the whole law and especially of the works of the Ten Commandments, 
Rom. 3:7; Gal. 3, and also understands the works of the believers, as is clear Rom. 4; 
1 Cor. 4" (Enchir., p. 91.) Luther, XIX, 1445: "So it is clear that those who teach that 
Paul is only talking about the ceremonial law, are simply abolishing Christ with the 
whole Gospel. And makes us our own justifiers by the moral law or the ten 
commandments, without Christ." 

1408) Rom. 4:16: Avs tobdto ék mictewc iva Kate yapt sic 10 eivan BeBaiav tiv 
émayyeAiav tavti TH onéppatt (“Therefore it is of faith that it might be by grace, to 
the end the promise might be sure to all the seed”]. Philippi: "It was the divine 
intention to secure the promise by putting it only on grace. ... Where the heritage of 
salvation is somehow made dependent on the works, even if they are the works of the 
born again, doubt must of course take the place of certainty in the imperfection of 
these works.” 

1409) Eph. 2:9: ovdk && épyov iva wy tic Kavynjontoan [“Not of works, lest any 
man should boast”’]; Eph. 1:6-7: gic Emavov S6En¢ Tic yapitoc adtOd Nc Eyapitmoev 
hac év 1 “Hyannpévo év © Exouev Ti axoAbTpHOL 510 TOD aipLatocs adtODd TI 
MEOW TOV Tapant@patov [“To the praise of the glory of His grace, wherein He hath 
made us accepted in the beloved, in whom we have redemption through His blood, 
the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of His grace’’] 

1410) miote1, S16 mictEMs, Ek TiotEws, Exi TH TioTEL, AOyiCEeTaI N TiotIc sic 
dtkatoovvnv, Rom. 3:28. 30. 22; Gal. 2:16: Phil. 3:9; Rom. 4:5, also the ezi ™ mioteél, 
on the basis of faith, Phil. 3:9, is contrary to works. 
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am righteous before God.. This may be a miraculous justice to me and a far 
different justice, for justice is the justice of all jurists, learned men and wise 
men in this world”. (St. L. XIII, 2495) But the precondition for this 
"miraculous justice" by faith is the "miraculous" fact that God, through 
Christ's vicarious satisfaction, reconciles all people to himself, that is, has 
forgiven them the sins in his heart and promises this forgiveness or justice in 
the Word of the Gospel. This must always be pointed out in the further 
explanation of the biblical Doctrine of Justification. 

In the Scripture passage Rom 3:28: miotet ducatovodat dvOpanov yopic 
Epyov vopov [“a man is justified by faith without the deeds of the law”’] 
already contains all the details by which the faithful church has in the course 
of time delimited the Christian doctrine of justification from the multifarious 
error. For if justification takes place "by faith, without works of the law", it 
is not based on "grace poured in" (gratia infusa), but on "God's gracious 
favor in Christ" (gratuitus Dei favor propter Christum), it is not to be sought 
in man, but outside man, namely, in the objective word of the Gospel (media 
gratiae instrumenta iustificationis sunt), it is actus non medicinalis, sed 

[“not a medical act, but a judicial one”, that is, the justification of 
something that is in itself unjust, it has no degrees (non admittitit gradus), it 
is done sola fide, and so faith, too, can in justification only be instrumental, 
not as a moral achievement, ethical principle, etc. Nor is it an object of 
presumption (certitudo coniecturalis of the Romans), but is certain for the 
poor sinner, because it is done through faith in the Gospel, completely 
detached from the law and its works. All these details are, as already 
mentioned, already contained in Rom. 3:28: miotet ywpic Epyw@v vouov 
[believe without the works of the law”’] If we go into a number of further 
details in more or less detail in the following, this is in contrast to the 
manifold errors that are constantly approaching us from outside with 
reference to the central article of the Christian religion. Nor must we ever 
forget that we ourselves, in so far as we still have the flesh about us, 
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are also afflicted with opinio legis, that is, with the inclination to believe the 
justification s& épymv vopov [from works of the law]. !4!) 

The 4th article of the Augsburg Confession can be considered a simple 
description of justification, but one that encompasses all moments: “Further, 
it is taught that we may not obtain forgiveness of sins and '*!”) righteousness 
before God by our own merits, works, and satisfactions, but that we receive 
forgiveness of sins and are justified before God by grace, for Christ's sake, 
through faith, if we believe that Christ suffered for us, and that for His sake 
sin is forgiven us, and righteousness and eternal life are given us. For this 
faith God will count for righteousness before him, as St. Paul says in 
Romans 3 and 4." 

2. The Polemics of Scripture against the interference of works in 

justification. * 

Not only does Scripture teach that justification is completely 
independent of works, but it also opposes in abundant and sharp polemics 
the putting of works into justification before God. It calls the striving to be 
justified before God through works foolishness, CyAov Seov ov Kat' 
éniyvoow,'*!» Flesh religion, évapEapevor Mvedpati vov oapki émiteAciobe; 
'414) Denial of the death of Christ, e1 516 


1411) This is where Luther's continued warning about the opinion that the article 
on justification would soon be "learned". (St. L. XIII, 2498 ff.) 

1412) The "and" is epexegetic. The "righteousness before God" is not factually 
different from the forgiveness of sins, but only a different term for the same thing. 
Righteousness before God consists in the forgiveness of sins. In the Latin text 
therefore only the one word "iustificari" is set for "forgiveness of sins and 
righteousness before God". So the Apology 100, 76 [Trigl. 143, Art. IV [II], 76] 
explicitly says: "To receive and have forgiveness of sins means to be justified before 
God.” 

1413) Rom. 10:2-3. Also Gal. 3:1-3: © avontot Pordtat KtA. 

1414) Gal. 3:3. also Rom. 4:1-3; Phil. 3:4 ff. In all passages it is stated that the 
opinion and desire to be justified before God through one's own works belongs to 
odpé of the old kind of people. The religion of works is not the Christian religion, but 
the natural religion. Luther, for example: " Paul does not call 'flesh' here the pleasures 
of the flesh, animal passions, or sensual desires. . . . “Flesh' is nothing but the 
righteousness and the wisdom 
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vopov dikaoobvn, apa Xpiotdc Swpsdv ané9avev,'4!>) Waste of Christ and 
of grace, katnpyn§nte G26 tov Xpiotov ortwvEs outwvEc iv vou Stkatovo8e, 
THs yapitoc IEenéoats. '4! It says Of all people who want to be justified 
before God through works, that they do not receive justification but the 
curse, dc01 £6 Epyov vopov stow vi0 Katapav siotv, Gal. 3:10; and of all 
teachers who put works into justification, Paul speaks the anathema twice in 
a row. '*!” The apostle uses expressions to characterize and correctly 
evaluate such teachers that are almost unbearable to our delicate ears. He 
calls them in Phil. 3:2 "Dogs, evil workers, the concision". '4!® The sharp 
expressions used by the apostle against the Jewish teachers of the work at 
this point have caused distress to some exegetes. 


of the flesh, and the thoughts of reason, which strives to be justified by the law." 

1415) Gal. 2:21. Luther [St L. IX, 249, 251]: "Everyone who seeks 
righteousness except by faith in Christ, whether by works, satisfactions or sufferings, 
whether by the law of God, throws away the grace of God, and respects the death of 
Christ, no matter how much he assures the contrary with his mouth. "Whoever wants 
to prove his oratory has here abundant material to make great and to carry out what a 
terrible blasphemy is the doctrine of righteousness from the law and from works. 
Could there be anything more horrible, or more blasphemous, than that I should make 
the death of Christ in vain, if I would keep the law to be justified by it? But to make 
the death of Christ in vain is also to make his resurrection, his victory, his glory, his 
kingdom, heaven, earth, God himself, God's majesty, in short, all in vain." 

1416) Gal. 5:4. Luther [Sz L. IX, 619]: "It should be noted that Paul says that to 
be justified by the law is nothing else but to be separated from Christ, and that he 
becomes completely useless to us. ... It is impossible that Christ and the law should 
dwell in the heart at the same time, for either the law or Christ must depart. . .. The 
right knowledge of Christ or faith does not dispute whether you have done good 
works for righteousness or evil works for condemnation, but simply maintains: "If 
you have done good works, you will not be justified; if you have done evil works, 
you will not be condemned.” 

1417) Gal. 1:8-9. Luther, St. L. IX, 83 ff.: "Paul is uttering veritable flames here 
and is so fiercely inflamed that he begins to curse even the angels as it were. ... He 
bans and curses par excellence all teachers, himself, his brothers, an angel, and then 
any other, namely those who teach contrary to the Gospel. ... God wanted this terrible 
judgement of the apostle to scare off those who would pervert the Gospel of Paul, of 
whom, alas, today the world is full.” 

1418) BAémete tous kwvac, BAsémEte TOvG KaKovc Epydtac, BAémETE THV 
KOTOTOLNV. 
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For these "expressions of fierce emotion" do not seem to fit the "delicate 
tone" that otherwise characterizes the Epistle to the Philippians, and 
especially not the words immediately preceding them, in which the apostle 
calls the congregation to rejoice in the Lord. '*!?) But the factual connection 
is obvious. The more gloriously God's work of grace appeared in the 
congregation at Philippi, the more fiercely the apostle flared up in holy wrath 
against the Jewish false teachers, who threatened the whole foundation of 
Christian faith and life with their teaching. 


3. The conditions of justification through faith without works. “ 

It was already explained in more detail in the doctrine of the reconciling 
work of Christ that justification by faith or subjective justification 
presupposes the so-called objective justification or reconciliation of the 
whole human world. '4” There could simply not be any talk of justification 
by faith without the works of the law if the justification of the whole human 
world was not already present in the heart of God and proclaimed in the 
Gospel for the vicarious satisfaction of Christ. All those who deny objective 
justification, or, what is the same, objective reconciliation, must, if they 
remain consistent, also deny that subjective justification is by faith. If 
forgiveness is not objectively present through Christi satisfactio vicaria, 
faith is still somehow understood as a complement to the merit of Christ, that 
is, as a human achievement. But the fact that objective reconciliation or 
justification is scriptural doctrine was made clear in the doctrine of Christ's 
resurrection and in the passage 


1419) Meyer, too, cannot find in it that these "peculiar expressions", "this 
outburst" of polemic, in which Philippians' letters are written in such a "soft and 
intimate tone". He therefore adopts a lost Philippians letter in which the apostle 
"probably went into great detail and with all the fire of fierce polemics to warn the 
readers about the Judaic false teachers". Wiesinger, on the other hand, rightly 
remarked that it cannot be assumed that the apostle borrowed from another letter 
"peculiar expressions" and "outbursts" that did not fit into the context of this 
sweetbread. 
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"Objective and subjective reconciliation". '42! The Lutheran Confessions 
also base justification by faith on the fact that God is reconciled with the 
world through Christ and that the forgiveness of sins is now presented as a 
promise (res promissa) in the Gospel. '4?”) 

Another necessary condition for justification by faith is general grace 
(gratia universalis). If not all people are fully reconciled to God through 
Christ, and if the forgiveness of sins is not offered to all people without 
distinction in the Gospel, then faith cannot appropriate the forgiveness of 
sins from the Gospel either. The denial of the general grace causes the one 
who is frightened by his sin to base the forgiveness of sins on the "poured 
out grace" (gratia infusa) and thus to step into Roman territory. This has 
already been explained in the Doctrine of Grace and Faith. 142°) 

Justification by faith without the works of the law also presupposes sola 
gratia at the time of the origin of the faith. If we do not carefully keep away 
from all human participation (semi-pelagianism, synergism) in the formation 
of faith, faith itself becomes a partial human work for us. But with that the 
doctrine of the scriptures is then abandoned from the justifying faith, because 
the scripture in justification opposes faith to all human works (Rom. 3. 4). 
Synergism in all its shades has the effect of turning the biblical doctrine of 
justification into Roman pagan works, even while retaining the expression 
"sola fide". This is why Luther said that Erasmus, as the patron of liberum 
arbitrium (the facultas applicandi se ad gratiam), defended the very 
foundation of the papacy. This, too, has been explained earlier. !474) 


1421) 


1422) Apology, 103, 87 [Trig/. 147, Art. IV [II], 87]: "In vain we are justified by 
faith, believing that God has reconciled us for Christ's sake (placatum). Also, 102, 84 
[Trigl. 145, ibid., 84.)]: "Forgiveness of sins is promised for Christ's sake (res 
promissa propter Christum). Therefore no one can obtain it except by faith alone. For 
the promise cannot be grasped or shared in but by faith alone." [Trig/. 147, Art. IV 

II], 87; 
1423) p.54f., 516,521. 1424) p. 11 ff. 542 ff. 
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Finally, it must be emphasized that the doctrine of justification by faith 
cannot be held without the biblical teaching on the means of grace. The 
situation is this: If we do not take the assurance of the forgiveness of sins 
from the objective means of grace, we make the forgiveness dependent on 
our subjective state: on our feeling, our dignity, in short, on our own 
condition, yes, even on the condition and state of those who administer the 
means of grace. !*) Inasmuch as the consistent Reformed speak of an 
immediate, that is, a revelatory and working activity of the Holy Spirit 
detached from the means of grace, !*7° and newer Lutherans want to base 
their faith on the "person of Christ", the "historical reality of Christ", instead 
of solely on the forgiveness of sins promised in the Word of the Gospel, !*?” 
they base justification on the gratia infusa and see themselves pushed into 
the Roman camp in the doctrine of justification. Of course, the enthusiasts 
never tired of calling Luther's insistence on the external word and the 
objective means of grace the “letter worship” and Papist leaven. But by their 
rejection of God's ordered means of grace they were led back into the midst 
of Papism, and Luther did not go too far when he said that Papist and 
enthusiast were one thing, insofar as both point the sinner to the "poured out 
grace”. '*?8) Scripture is particularly keen to insist that justification is 
effected by the word of the Gospel, not only in the sense that the word of the 
Gospel teaches us about the mode of justification, which is indeed the case, 
but also in the specific sense that the divine act of justification is present in 
the word of the Gospel and is there—in the word—-grasped or appropriated 
by faith. The written axiom is to be regarded as the Scriptural axiom: As 
close as the word of the gospel is to us, so close is the divine judgment of 
justification to us each time. Paul teaches this particularly emphatically Rom. 
10:5 ff. where he compares righteousness from the law (tv dtucatoobvynv THY 
é« TOV vonov) and righteousness from faith (tv ék tiotews Sukatoobvnv) in 
terms of their attainment on the part of man. 


1425) So Rome, the Episcopalians and the Romanizing newer Lutherans. 
1426) p. 11, note 28. 

1427) The more detailed presentation p. 535 ff. 

1428) St. L. XII, 2437 ff. 
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comparing people with each other. So Moses describes the righteousness of 
the law: "Whoever does it" (avté, the commandment in the law) "will live 
by it", v.6. But between the righteousness of the law and man lies the action 
of the law on the part of man. And because this doing is not possible for man 
(ovdé yop dvwvata vaoTdooEotat TO VOU, Rom. 8:7), righteousness from 
the law has moved into a great, actually unattainable distance. Between 
human beings and righteousness under the Law a high, insurmountable 
mountain piles up, namely the demanded perfect fulfillment of the Law (Gal 
3:10-12). But the situation is different with regard to righteousness of faith. 
The apostle personifies the righteousness of faith and thus lets it speak to 
man: "Do not say in your heart, 'Who will ascend into heaven? ... or, "Who 
will descend into the deep? This means: Do not think that you have to fetch 
me—the righteousness of faith—from afar by extreme effort! The situation 
is quite different. There is no need for a journey, neither to heaven nor to the 
depths, but—so righteousness by faith continues to speak—"Near to you is 
the word, in your mouth and in your heart; this is the word of faith that we 
proclaim. The thought clearly expressed here is this: as close as the word of 
faith, that is, the Gospel, is to us, so close is the divine judgment of 
justification each time. If we have an evangelical word in our mouth, for 
example the word: "So God loved the world" etc., then the divine 
justification judgment is thus in our mouth, and it is appropriated by us if we 
believe the word. If we move an evangelical word in our heart, for example 
the word: "The blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, cleanseth us from all 
sin", then the divine justification is in our heart, and it is appropriated by us 
if we believe the word. In our time, the word "read" has been used in the 
question of "Christian certainty". The question has been asked: "Where can 
man read his justification?” The answer has to be: From the Word of the 
Gospel, which promises ywpic épyov vOuov forgiveness of sins. '*??) To the 
further question, 


1429) Luther, St. L. XIII, 2440: "God has put forgiveness of sins into holy 
baptism, the Lord's Supper and the Word. Yea, he has 
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how the forgiveness of sins came into the Word, we also know the answer. 
Our forgiveness of sins must of course come from heaven and also be 
brought up from the depths. But that has happened through Christ. Christ, 
the Son of God, came down from heaven through His incarnation. He also 
descended into the depths, into death and the grave. But through this, God 
has done a wonderful work of grace and mercy: he has reconciled the world 
with himself and then raised up the word of the reconciliation that has taken 
place among us. Wherever the gospel is, there is the divine forgiveness of 
sins, and whoever believes the gospel. 


put in the mouth of every Christian man, when he comforts you, promises you God's 
grace through the merit of Jesus Christ, that you should not accept or believe 


otherwise, for if Christ himself had promised you with his mouth, you would not 
have done otherwise”. Lectures on the dosvie of sification by. Py, St Lous 
[see also 1916 edition here, but this exact quote could not be located; 
perhaps it is in the 1891 hand-written edition]: "He who seeks grace from afar, 
namely in the way of his own works, goes astray and does not attain it. If someone 
travels around the world, if he goes on pilgrimages all his life, if he travels to Spain 
or to Rome or to Palestine, he does not come one step closer to grace in this way, he 
does not obtain grace in this way. If someone torments and tortures his body all his 
life, if he worries in his soul about grace all his life: it is all in vain! Grace is in the 
word of the Gospel, and a person has grace when a Gospel passage is put before him 
and he believes it. — Now this is the art that every Christian must learn for himself: 
to seek grace not in the distance, by the way of works, but in the nearness, in the 
Gospel. And this is the art which you, as evangelical preachers, should once teach 
others by your own authority. By nature man cannot do this art; by nature he always 
seeks grace in the distance, by the way of works. And Christians never learn this art, 
no matter how much they still have flesh and blood in them and mix the law and the 
Gospel. We too have not yet learned this art. How dear and valuable absolution 
would be to us at any time, how would we listen to it with a heart that flutters with 
joy every time we believed that in it all grace would be given to us! How diligently 
would we listen, read and contemplate the Word of God, if we were really always 
present, so that through this Word all the grace that Christ has acquired is offered to 
us! How dear and dear to us would each and every Gospel saying be, if we held fast 
to the truth that out of it all grace and with it heaven and happiness shine towards us! 
How diligent we would be to memorize and memorize evangelical passages, so that 
we could recite them to ourselves on our travels, at work, in our solitude, when we 
were holding fast: In every gospel proverb lies all that we need as poor sinners!" 
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he has the forgiveness of sins. This is what the apostle inculcates in us when, 
in this strange place, in contrast to the human effort for righteousness, he 
says: "Near to you is the word, in your mouth and in your heart.” And this is 
now, as Luther constantly reminds us, the art that every Christian must learn 
anew for himself: to seek justice not in the distance, that is, by the way of 
works, but in the nearness, that is, in the Gospel. !°° Rome with its doctrine 
of works, the enthusiasts with their denial of the means of grace, all the more 
recent theologians with their denial of satisfactio vicaria send men on 
journeys to far-off places, as if the Son of God had not come down from 
heaven, had not come up again from the depths and had placed the 
forgiveness of sins in the word of the Gospel. The Christian teachers, on the 
other hand, point all frightened sinners to the near word of the gospel, which 
promises every sinner the forgiveness acquired by Christ. — No teacher 
since the time of the apostles has taught the truth that God forgives sin only 
through the word of the gospel, and that faith must take the forgiveness of 
sins from the word, as powerfully as Luther. Again and again he rejects the 
erroneous idea of "two keys", according to which the frightened sinner 
thinks: "The people here on earth, who cannot see into my heart, preach the 
gospel to me and give me absolution, but God, who knows the hearts, may 
still be angry with me. Against this, Luther explains: "There are not two 
keys, but only one. God, of course, is the Absolver in every case. No man 
can forgive sin. But the keys of heaven are, according to divine order on 
earth, in the Word of the Gospel. God in heaven forgives sins on earth 
through the Word of the gospel, which is God's own word and voice in every 
concrete case, regardless of how and from whom the gospel comes to us. !44” 
Luther calls the idea of two keys "utterly 


1430) St. L. XIX, 946: "Be thou assured that God has no other way to forgive sin 
than by the oral word, if he has commanded us men. If you do not seek forgiveness in 
the Word, you will gape in vain into heaven for grace or, as they say, for inner 
forgiveness.” 

1431) Luke 10:16: "He who hears you, he hears me." The further elaboration 
under the section "Orientation of Christ's prophetic ministry in the state 
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Pelagian, Turkish, heathenish, Jewish, Anabaptistic, fanatical and Anti- 
Christian", because this thought is based on the premise that the forgiveness 
of sins is not fully acquired by Christ and presented in the Gospel, but is still 
wholly or partly based on human repentance and dignity. '*3”) 


4. The central position of the doctrine of justification. 

There are numerous passages in which the Lutheran confessional 
writings, Luther and Lutheran teachers call the article of justification a 
summarium of all Christian doctrine or declare it to be the main article by 
which Christian doctrine and church stand and fall (articulus stantis et 
cadentis ecclesiae). At the end of this section we offer some testimonies to 
this. This centrality of the doctrine of justification was not conceived by 
Lutheran teachers, but is taught in Scripture itself, e.g., in the words 1 Cor. 
2:2: "I did not think that I knew anything among you without Jesus Christ, 
the Crucified. We know that Paul also taught the law in a very powerful way. 
He proved extensively that both Jews and Gentiles are under sin (Rom. 3:9) 
and that all the world owes God (Rom. 3:19). Paul also taught_sanctification 
and good works in great detail and with great earnest. He wants "those who 
have believed in God to devote themselves to good works" (kaA@v épy@v 
mpootacbaa), "to be zealots in good works". '“°°) In general Paul did not act 
in any way that he did not proclaim the counsel of God to all, tooov thv 
BovAyy tov Veoi (Acts 20, 26). 


of exaltation," p. 400 ff. Christ is actually the person who in each concrete case acts 
with us in the Word, in Baptism, in the Lord's Supper, that is, justifies us. 

1432) St. L. XIX, 943 ff.: "Repent, that is true, but that therefore the forgiveness 
of sins should be assured and confirm the work of the key, that is, abandon faith and 
deny Christ" (in his work of reconciliation). He does not want to forgive and give you 
sin for your own sake, but for his own sake, by grace through the key. For the whole 
passage, cf. the longer remarks of Sz. L. XII, 2437 ff.; V, 1172 f.; I, 1691 ff.; XTX, 
943-949. Especially about the fact that the enthusiasts, by setting aside the means of 
grace, again become "monks and saints of works", mixing justification and 
sanctification, Law and Gospel: St. L. IX, 413 f.; VU, 2346 f.; IX, 197 f. 

1433) Titus 3:8. 14; 2:14. 
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When the apostle assures us, nevertheless, that he preached only Christ, the 
Crucified One, he is saying that he based all other teachings on this basic 
truth, that man is saved without merit through faith in Christ Crucified. The 
Christian doctrine of justification already occupies this central position in the 
Qld Testament. All prophets bear witness to Christ, not as the best "teacher 
of morality" or of a higher morality, but in this particular sense, "that by his 
name", that is, by what he has done for people, '***) "all who believe in him 
shall receive forgiveness of sins" (Acts 10:43). Nor does the teaching of 
righteousness through faith in the crucified Christ occupy the central place in 
only the Apostle Paul, as some modern theologians will admit. The same is 
also the case "in the teaching of Jesus". If, according to the teaching of Jesus, 
the Son of Man came to give his life as a ransom (Avtpov) for many and to 
shed his blood for the forgiveness of sins,'*>) then the "Pauline doctrine of 
justification" has already been placed in the center and all room has been 
taken away from the righteousness and salvation out of the "morality of 
man". According to Scripture, all other teachings are grouped around the 
doctrine of justification in this way: There is a divine law given to man, 
which obligates all men (Gal. 3:12). But no man is justified before God by 
the law (Gal. 2:16), because no man keeps the law (Rom. 3:23). People do 
not receive justification through their own works, but rather a curse (Gal. 
3:10). But divine love, mercy, etc. is not satisfied with this sad result. God is 
a great philanthropist: 7 oiAavOparia éxepavy Tov o@THpOs NOV OEdv, Tit. 
3:4. God loved the world, and to such an extraordinary degree (ovta) that he 
gave it his Son, not only as a teacher of virtue, but in 


1434) Correct is Meyer: "the objectively accomplished redemption, Apology, 
105, 98: Nomen Christi tantum fide apprehenditur. Igitur fiducia nominis Christi, non 
fiducia nostrorum operum, salvamur. Nomen enim significat causam, quae 
allegatura, propter quam contingit salus. Et allegare nomen Christi est confidere 
nomine Christi, tanquam causa seu pretio, propter quod salvamur. 102, 83: Petrus 
allegat consensum omnium prophetarum. Hoc est vere allegare ecclesiae 
auctoritatem. [Google] [Trigl 150, IV [II], 98; 145, IV [Il], 83] 

1435) Matt. 20:28; 26:28. 
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the very specific function that he—the incarnate Son of God—was to fulfill 
the law and let life pass in the place of men, and all this for the purpose that 
through the Son of God mankind might be justified in suffering and doing 
without works of his own. !*3° Thus, according to the Scriptures, the whole 
Christology (L. de persona et de officio Christi) is merely the foundation for 
the doctrine of justification. And as for the doctrine of sanctification and 
good works, which is so broad and varied, Scripture very diligently states 
that no thought of sanctification and good works can arise except as a 
consequence and effect of justification without works: Of the Christian 
Church, Scripture says that she is no more and no less than the community of 
those who believe the promise, that is, the forgiveness of sins for Christ's 
sake, '#°8) and the Christian preaching office is 4 SiaKxovia tis SuKatocbvns (2 
Cor. 3:9), the ministry that teaches righteousness from the Gospel without 
the works of the law. Baptism and the Lord's Supper are means of grace, 
"signs and testimonies of the [gracious] divine will toward us" (A. C.. XIII) 
as means of justification. '4°) The Law and the Gospel are, of course, both 
God's Word, and it is forbidden to change either of them. '* But the law 
does not come to stand beside the gospel as an independent entity within the 
order of salvation, but the law with its revelation of wrath stands propter 
evangelium in Scripture, as Scripture testifies in many ways. '“4 It is 
therefore so: If the Christian doctrine is presented purely from the Scriptures, 
without the admixture of foreign principles, one recognizes a posteriori that 
it does not consist of incoherent details, but forms a firmly established unity, 
whereby the justification by faith without the law is so central to works that 
all other doctrines relate to it partly as antecedens and partly as consequent. 
From the doctrine of justification, therefore, the whole Christian doctrine is 
easily understood, whereas without the understanding of this doctrine 


1436) Rom. 5:9-10, 18-19; 2 Cor. 5:21. 

1437) Rom. 6:14; 7:5. 6; Jer. 31:31-34. 1438) Gal. 4:21 ff. 

1439) Acts 2:38; Matt. 26:28; Luke 22:19-20. 

1440) Matt. 5:17 ff.; Gal. 1:8-9. 

1441) Gal. 3:22-26; Rom. 3:19-24; 5:20-21; Acts 13:38-41; Rom. 10:4. 
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Christianity cannot be distinguished from heathenism. This point should be 
further elaborated under the section: "Harmfulness of error in the doctrine of 
justification." 

About the doctrine of justification as the main article of Christian 
doctrine and the central position of this doctrine, the Smalcald Articles (300, 
5 [Trigl. 461, 5]) state: "From this article nothing can be moved or yielded 
to, it falls heaven and earth, or what will not remain. For there is no other 
name given to men by which we can be saved, says Peter Act. 4:12. And by 
his wounds we are healed, Isaiah 53:3. and on this article is written 
everything we teach and live against the Pope, devil and world. Therefore we 
must be certain of it and not doubt it, otherwise all is lost, and the Pope and 
the devil and all against us retains victory and justice. In the introduction to 
the 4th. Article of Apology (86, 1-4 [Zrig/. 119, IV [II], 1—4]) states "Such 
a quarrel" (between us and the Romans, that no one can obtain forgiveness of 
sins except by faith in Christ) "is above the highest and noblest article of all 
Christian doctrine, so that there is a great deal of interest in this article, 
which is also too clear, and alone 


> 


without which article no poor conscience can have a right and constant 
consolation or recognize the riches of Christ's grace." The relationship of the 
article of justification to the Church is described by the well-known words of 
Luther: Hie locus caput et angularis lapis est, qui solus ecclesiam Dei gignit, 
nutrit, aedificat, servat, defendit, ac sine eo ecclesia Dei non potest una hora 
subsistere (“This article is the head and cornerstone of the Church, which 
alone begets, nourishes, builds, preserves, and protects the Church; without it 
the Church of God cannot subsist one hour”]. Applying to the teachers of the 
Church, Luther adds: Neque quisquam recte docere potest in ecclesia nec 
ulli adversario feliciter resistere, qui hunc locum non tenuerit [“Neither can 
any one teach rightly in the church, nor successfully resist any adversary, 
who does not hold this position.” ]. (Opp. v. 3. VII, 512. St. L. XIV, 168.) 
Luther speaks in great detail about the central position of the doctrine of 
justification in Joh. 16:3 (St. L. VUI, 627 ff.), further at the end of his 
interpretation of the 117th Psalm (V, 1170). Chemnitz points out in the 
preface to De iustificatione (Loci 1599, I, 545 sqq.) that Luther's concern 
that after his death the doctrine of justification would be obscured was soon 
fulfilled. In this context Chemnitz says about the doctrine of justification: 
Hic unicus locus praecipue discernit ecclesiam a reliquis 
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omnibus gentibus et superstitionibus. ... Imo hic locus est tanquam arx et 
Ppraecipuum propugnaculum totius doctrinae et religionis Christianae, quo 
vel obscurato vel adulterato vel subverso impossibile est puritatem doctrinae 
in aliis locis retinere. Salvo autem hoc loco corruunt per se omnes 
idolomaniae, superstitiones et quidquid est corruptelarum in omnibus fere 
aliis locis. [Google] Kromayer: Quidquid de imagine Dei, peccato, libero vel 
potius servo arbitrio, paucis, de miseria nostra et vicissim de remedio 
Christi persona et officio, de poenitentia, de fide, scire nos convenit, ad hunc 
articulum, quo coram Deo iustificamur et salvamur, fertur. [Google] (Theol. 
pos.-pol. I, 605; in Baier III, 245.) The same: Quodsiarticuli fidei dividantur 
in fundamentales, circumfundamentales et praeter fundamentales, hic 
omnium fundamentalissimus est, cuius ignorantia cum iactura salutis est 
coniuncta. Quodsi ad ordinem analyticum habetur respectus, hic articulus 
finem theologiae internum, per quem finem externum, salutem aeternam, 
obtinemus, constituit. [Google] (Theol. pos.-pol. [, 606; in Baier III, 246.) 


5. The actual agreement of all Christians in the article of justification. “ 

In the Christian church, as Luther often reminds us, there are strong and 
weak, wise and foolish. Not all Christians have reached the same degree of 
knowledge of Christian doctrine. '“” It has been pointed out repeatedly that 
Orthodoxy and membership in the Christian Church do not coincide. ') But 
there is one point on which all Christians are in complete agreement, in the 
article on justification, that is, in the belief that by the grace of God, for 
Christ's sake, they will obtain forgiveness of sins without any merit of their 
own. This faith is found in the heart of even the weakest Christians, because 
it is through this faith that a person becomes a Christian. A Christian does 
not become a man by believing that there is a God—even the unbelievers 
know this, Rom. 1:19—, nor by believing that God created the world and 
rules it—even this is not completely unconscious to the heathen, Rom. 
1:20—, nor by believing that God rewards the good and punishes the evil— 
this knowledge is also still due to the heathen, Rom. 1:32; 2:14-15—, not 
even by striving to do good and leave evil according to the testimony of 
conscience—this 


1442) Eph. 4:13. 14; Rom. 14:1 ff. 1443) p. 506, note 1170, 


622 > Justification through faith. [English edition ~ 516-517] 


striving is also still found among the heathen, and yet they have no hope, 
Eph. 2:12—, not even by believing in the "history of Christ", that Christ is 
the Son of God and died and rose again—the devils also believe this, Matth. 
8:2—: but a Christian becomes a member of the Christian Church only when 
he completely despairs of his own morality under the terrores conscientiae 
and by believing, through the action of the Holy Spirit, the "effectus" of the 
"history of Christ," namely, that his sins are forgiven for Christ's sake, thus 
believing for his person the article of justification. This is how all prophets 
taught and all children of God believed at the time of the Old Testament. '*“*) 
So teach the apostles of the New Testament, and so believe all Christians of 
the New Testament until the last day. !4°) All people who do not have this 
faith, but seek justification before God from their own works, are under the 
curse, '“*© thus extra ecclesiam; they are "either Jews or Turks or Papists or 
heretics," as Luther puts it. '*” So also believe 


1444) Acts 10:43: "Of this" (of Christ) "all prophets testify that through his 
name all who believe in him shall receive forgiveness of sins. Luther, St. L. XII, 491 
ff. Likewise, Paul consistently argues for the ducotoobvn OEdv yapic Epyw@v vOLOV 
from the Old Testament, Rom. 3:4; Gal. 3:6-29. Cf. also Luther on the 
protevangelium, Gen. 3:15, St. L. I, 230 ff. The self-deception of the exegetes, who 
call upon their exegetical meticulousness when they want to understand by the "seed 
of woman", Gen. 3:15, not the individual person of Christ, but only "the offspring of 
woman in general", is strange. It is, after all, a generally accepted principle, which 
cannot be completely disregarded even in "scientific" exegesis, that the predicates 
define the subject more precisely. But now the woman's seed Gen. 3:15, which is 814 
WN qDIw> [HEBREW], says that it is the overcoming of the devil, that is to say, the 
removal of the guilt of sin that had come upon men through the temptation of the 
devil (Jn 12:31 ff.; 16:11). This predicate compels us to understand by the female 
seed not the offspring of woman in general, but the individual female seed, Christ. 
The same must be said with regard to the "seed of Abraham", and we must absolve 
the Apostle Paul from "rabbinical" exegesis (Meyer, Gal. 3:16). Cf. Philippi's 
excursus on chapter 4 of the Epistle to the Romans. 

1445) Paul confesses Rom. 3:28; 5:1 ff. etc. not only his faith, but the faith of all 
Christians. The children of God of the New Testament all find faith, because éx 
miotews vioi ABpadu Gal. 3:7. 

1446) Gal. 3:10: dc01 yap && Epy@v vopov Etotv v0 KaTdpav siatv. 

1447) Cf. the detailed presentation Footnote 8. 
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all God's children who are trapped under the Papacy. Contrary to the Pope's 
prohibition, they trust only in God's mercy in Christ and not in the "poured 
out grace". '“48) Thus, even in their hearts and before God, some teachers 
who in their writings and theological disputations add human works to the 
article of justification, as Luther and Chemnitz also remind us. '“4” 
Agreement in the doctrine of justification is the "one meaning" in which "all 
Christianity on earth" is received by the Holy Spirit."!*5° That Christians of 
all times and places are in complete agreement in the Article of Justification 
is described by Luther (XII, 494 f.) in this context: "That we have 
forgiveness of sins by faith, other than for Christ's sake, is what the fathers 
and prophets and all the saints believed from the beginning of the world, and 
what Christ and the apostles taught and preached afterward, commanding 
them to carry and spread throughout the world, and also still to this day and 
at the end the unanimous mind and attitude of the whole Christian Church, 
which has always been united and all have believed, known and disputed this 
article, is that only in this Lord of Christ's name is forgiveness of sin 
obtained and received, and in this faith have been justified and saved before 
God." By fully adhering to every deviation from the niotei ywpic Epyov 
vopov Luther and the Lutheran Church do not represent a party issue, but are 
the mouth of all Christianity on earth. 


1448) Apology, 151, 271 [Zrigl. 225, Art. IJ, 271]: Etiamsi in ecclesia 
pontifices aut nonnutii theologi ac monachi docuerunt remissionem peccatorum . . 
per nostra opera et novos cultus quaerere, qui obscuraverunt Christi officium et ex 
Christo non propitiatorem et iustificatorem, sed tantum legislatorem fecerunt: mansit 
tamen apud aliquos pios semper cognitio Christi. [Google] 

1449) Luther, De servo arbitrio, note 150 [St. L. XVUI:1730]. Chemnitz, Exam, 
De iustificatione, p. 144: Haec pauca [from the writings of the fathers] ideo annotavi, 
ut ostenderem, doctrinam nostram de iustificatione habere testimonia omnium 
piorum, qui omnibus temporibus fuerunt, idque non in declamatoriis 
rhetoricationibus nec in otiosis disputationibus, sed in seriis exercitiis poenitentiae et 
fidei, quando conscientia in tentationibus cum sua indignitate vel coram ipso iudicio 
Dei vel in agone mortis luctatur. [Google] 

1450) St. Louis Gesangbuch, No. 183, 3. [The Lutheran Hymnal, 251:3] 
Apology, 151, 268 [Trigl. 225, Art. II, 268]: Scimus ea, quae diximus, consentanea 
esse scripturis propheticis et apostolicis ... et universae ecclesiae, quae certe 
confitetur Christum esse propitiatorem et iustificatorem. [We know that what we 
have said is consistent with the prophetic and apostolic scriptures ... and with the 
whole church, which certainly confesses that Christ is propitiator and justifier. ] 
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6. The Harmfulness of Erring in the doctrine of justification. * 


. Whoever is 
wrong in his heart about the doctrine of justification in general, that is, who 
trusts before God in his own morality, works, etc., in order to obtain the 
forgiveness of sins, is always so wrong that he is thereby excluded from 
membership in the Christian Church. "You have lost Christ, those who 
would be justified by the law, and have fallen from grace", Gal. 5:4. Of 
course, the quality of faith, whether it is weak or strong, does not matter. 
Even the weak faith is counted towards righteousness. But faith, as Chemnitz 
reminds us, must not err in relation to its object. '5” It must rely solely on 
the grace that is present through Christ and promised in the Gospel, and must 
not also trust in works. Any distribution of the trust of the human heart is 
excluded. The Apology rightly says (114:33 [Zrigl. 163, Art. III, 33]): "And 
if anyone thinks that faith can rely both on God and on his own works, he 
certainly does not understand what faith is". '5*) To justify this, the Apology 
adds: "For the frightened conscience is not satisfied with its own works, but 
must cry out for mercy, and can be comforted and lifted up only by the Word 
of God". "Whenever Scripture speaks of faith, it means faith built on pure 
grace." (97, 56 [Trig/. 136, Art. IV [II], 56]) Grace and 


1451) As for example in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper Cf. preface to the 
Christian Book of Concord, p. 16 ff. 

1452) Loci, D. de iustif., p.m. 271: Quando fides in obiecto non errat, sed 
verum illud objectum [namely mediatorem in promissione gratiae], quamvis 
languida, .fide apprehendit, vel saltem conatur et expetit apprehendere, tunc vera est 
fides et iuistificat. 

1453) Luther, IX, 619: "It is impossible that Christ and the law can dwell in the 
heart at the same time; either the law or Christ must give way. But if you are of the 
opinion that Christ and the trust in the law can dwell together in the heart, then you 
should know for certain that it is not Christ but the devil who dwells in your heart, 
who under the figure of Christ accuses and frightens you and demands the law and 
the law's work for righteousness. The right Christ, as I have said shortly before, does 
not confront you for your sins, neither does he command you to trust in your good 
works.” 
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works as the reason for the membership among God's people cannot be 
combined, but are mutually exclusive opposites, Rom. 11:6: si 6& yapitt 
obdkétt && Epyov Ensi 1} yaptc. Israel, which tried to combine the factors that 
exclude one another, namely, to combine works with grace, did not get what 
it was looking for. Gratia, nisi gratis sit, gratia non est. Gratia non est 
gratia ullo modo, si non sit gratia omni modo. [“Grace, unless it is 
gratuitous, is not grace. Grace is not grace in any way unless it is grace in 
every way.”] (Augustine.) Of course, Christians, in so far as they still have 
oapé on them, are still being challenged, as by other sins, by the trust in their 
own works. But they remain victors in this challenge, or they would cease to 
be Christians. The inner adherence to the sola gratia, that is, to the article of 
justification, and the adherence to the Christian state and to God's people 
coincide in fact. And as the erroneous article of justification makes no 
connection with Christ and the Christian Church, so also with all Christian 
knowledge. The doctrine that God forgives sin by grace for the sake of 
Christ's merit through faith without human works forms the differentia 
specifica of the Christian religion. Whoever has abandoned this doctrine has 
thereby given up the ability to distinguish between true and false religion, 
between Christianity and paganism. '4”) He considers all religions to be 
essentially equal. Just as in the Lat all religions are essentially the same, 
inasmuch as they seek to reconcile the Godhead through their own actions 
and humanly conceived sacrifices and services. '45°), Only the Christian 
religion is different. But it is 


1454) Luther, V, 1171:" 


." [English ed. footnote 27, pg. 519] 
1455) Luther, IX, 520: "This is the highest wisdom, justice and worship, as far 


as reason can judge, and these are common to all people, as they find by nature 
(omnes gentes), Papists, Jews, Mohammedans, heretics, etc. They cannot come 
higher than that Pharisee in the Gospel (Luke 18:11 ff.); they do not recognize 
Christian justice or that of faith. For the natural man does not hear anything of what 
God is (1 Cor. 2:14), the like (Rom. 3:11): "There is not he that understandeth; there 
is not he that inquires of God", etc. Therefore there is no difference 
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different in that it teaches justification without all human doing through faith 
in Christ, as Chemnitz says that this article discernit ecclesiam a reliquis 
omnibus gentibus et superstitionibus. 


. All that remains is worthless bickering about 
the diversity of works through which one erroneously wants to turn to God's 
grace. '°° Rome's fight against the lodges, for example, is completely 
pointless, insofar as both teach justification from their works. So, too, as far 
as Christian doctrine is concerned, all Protestants who, like Kirn, for 
example, want to include "the transformation of humanity" in the 
reconciliation with God and thus actually teach the Roman fides formata, are 
fighting senselessly against Rome. '*°”) After the article on justification has 
been abandoned, all other articles of the Christian religion, such as the 
articles on the Trinity and on the divinity of Christ, and in general the whole 
"history of Christ" will be believed by us in vai, if we do not at the same 
time "effectum historiae believe", "videlicet hunc articulum, remissionem 
peccatorum, quod videlicet 


between a Papist, a Jew, a Turk, and a heretic [Kerzer]. The persons, places, customs, 
services, works, and worship are different, but they all have the same reason, the 
same heart, the same delusion and thought. A Turk has exactly the same thoughts as a 
Carthusian, namely: If I do this or that, I have a merciful God; if not, he is angry with 
me. There is no middle ground between human labor and the knowledge of Christ; if 
it is obscured, it is the same whether you are a monk or a heathen". 

1456) Luther, IX, 521: "It is utter folly that Papists and Turks argue with each 
other about religion and worship, since both claim to have the true religion and the 
right worship. . . . For they all have this conceit: If I do this work, God will have 
mercy on me; if I do not, he will be angry with me. 

1457) Luther, IX, 24 f.: "Therefore they remain the same people they have been 
under the Pope, only that they bring new names and new works, but the matter 
remains the same; as the Turks do other works than the Papists, the Papists do other 
works than the Jews, etc. But no matter how much more apparent, greater, more 
difficult works the one does than the other, the essence remains the same; only the 
nature is different, that is, the works are different only by outward appearance, in fact 
and truth they find works, and those who do them do not find Christians but are and 
remain works saints, whether they are called Jews, Mahometists, Papists or 
Anabaptists, etc.". 
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per habeamus gratiam, iustitiam et remissionem peccatorum" [“that is to say, 
this article, the remission of sins, by which we may have grace, 
righteousness, and the remission of sins”], as the 20th article of the 
Augsburg Confession recalls [Zrigl. 55, A. C., Art. XX, 23]. Luther is right 
to warn Christendom: "Even if someone outwardly correctly confesses the 
articles of the Trinity and of the person of Christ: if, in addition, he is caught 
in the delusion that his own works are necessary to obtain the grace of God, 
he is no less separated from Christ and from the grace of God in Christ than 
the Turk who mocks the Trinity and the divinity of Christ. '4°) In spite of his 
outward confession to all other articles, he lives in the world without the 
certainty of grace and without hope of salvation, because the certainty of 
grace and the hope of salvation can only be found dtkawiiévtEc I niotews 
[“justified by faith’”] (Rom. 5:1 ff). Nor does he use the means of grace 
(Gospel, baptism and the Lord's Supper) as means of grace, that is, as a 
means of offering the forgiveness of sins, but only as a means of stimulating 
such moods, deeds and moral changes, through which he thinks he is 
acquiring a right to the grace of God. Neither can he do good works, because 
good works, as Luther reminds us, are only done from heaven, namely only 
as a sacrifice of thanksgiving for the fact that we already have heaven 
through faith in the "material achievement" of Christ (propter satisfactionem 
a Christo praestitam). Neither does he worship the true God, but he practices 
idolatry like some heathen who worships wood and stone; for there is no 
such God who forgives sin for much or little "ethical" performance and takes 
it to heaven. '5?) The Scriptures 


1458) Luther, VIL, 629: "Wherever this knowledge of Christ is gone, the sun 
has lost its light and is vain darkness, so that one no longer understands anything 
properly, and cannot avoid any error or false teaching of the devil. And though the 
words of faith and Christ are kept, as they are found to remain in the papacy, there is 
no fundamental article in the heart, and what remains is vain foam and uncertain 
persuasiones or conceit or a painted, coloured faith.” Col. 630: "Where this 
knowledge is gone, it takes everything with it, and after that you may lead and 
confess all articles as the papists do, but it is not seriousness nor right understanding, 
but as one gropes in the darkness and hears a blind man speak of the color he has 
never seen.” 

1459) Luther, IX, 519 f.: "Anyone who falls away from the article of 
justification does not recognize God and is an idolater. Therefore it is the same when 
a person turns to the law again afterwards as when he returns to the service of idols: it 
comes out the same, 
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is a book closed with seven seals to all deniers of the Christian doctrine of 
justification, because the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, 
according to their explicit declaration, teach only the article "that through his 
[Christ's] name all who believe in him receive forgiveness of sins". !4°° 
Therefore, all teachers who do not know the article of justification and who 
do not teach pure, that is, without the admixture of human works, are also 
deceivers, and they do not build the Christian Church, but destroy it." 46 


This is the harmfulness of error in the doctrine of justification! 


7. The Ecclesiastical Terminology to Ensure the Christian doctrine of 
justification. * 


For the correct view of the Christian Doctrine of Justification the 
following ecclesiastical terminology is used: 

a. Justification happens "by grace, for Christ's sake, through faith". 
Formula of Concord (615:25 [Trigl. 923, Sol. Decl. Il, 25]): Ad 
iustificationem tantum haec requiruntur atque necessaria sunt: gratia Dei, 
meritum Christi et fides. Here we can only compile what has been presented 
earlier. "By grace" means in justification God's gracious disposition 
(gratuitum Dei favorem), which is present in God for the sake of Christ's 
vicarious satisfaction and is offered as an object of faith in the means of 
grace. "Grace" in the sense of the gift of grace (gratia infusa) is not included 
here, but excluded."!46”) — "For 


whether someone calls himself a monk or a Turk, Jew, Anabaptist etc.. For when this 
article is gone, there is nothing left but error, hypocrisy, godlessness, idolatry, 
however much it may appear to be the highest truth, as worship, holiness. 

1460) Acts 10:43 (to dvopa Xpiotov is the satisfactio vicaria or the objective 
reconciliation in its proclamation); 1 Cor. 2:2; Jn. 5:39. 

1461) Luther, IX, 25: "This is why we constantly repeat this teaching on faith or 
Christian righteousness, insisting so much on it and doing it so earnestly, that it may 
remain in constant use and be clearly distinguished from the active righteousness of 
the law. In no other way will we be able to preserve true theology (for it is from this 
and in this doctrine alone that the Church comes into being and consists), but we will 
immediately become jurists, ceremonialists, teachers of the law, papists; Christ will 
be obscured, and no one can be properly taught and uplifted in the Church. Therefore, 
if we wish to be preachers and teachers of others, we must take great care in these 
things and well record this difference between the righteousness of the law and the 
righteousness of Christ". 

1462) Rom. 11:6; 4:4-5,. 16. — This was explained in detail in the section "The 
saving grace", p. 5 ff. This concept of "grace 
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means for the sake of Christ's vicarious satisfaction (satisfactio vicaria), 
"since he has done enough for us to the law and paid for our sin." '4°) This is 
to be held a) against the Romans, who, in addition to Christ's merit, make 
"poured out grace", love, etc. the causa of justification, b) against all 
enthusiasts who do not make Christ's merit but the "Christ in us" the basis of 
justification, c) against all modern theologians who reject satisfactio vicaria 
as too "juridical" and "material" and think: "Basically seen, everything must 
receive an ethical turn."!** They place beside Christ's work of reconciliation 
"as co-founding for his value before God" the "transformation of mankind". 
1465) __ As far as the expression "through faith" is concerned, faith is meant 
that adheres to the means of grace ordered by God, by which the forgiveness 
of sins or justification acquired by Christ is promised and at the same time 
faith is worked, or rather strengthened. The Apology expresses this in this 
way: Cum Deo non potest agi, Deus non potest apprehendi nisi per verbum. 
Ideo iustificatio fit per verbum, sicut Paulus inquit (Rom. 1, 16): 

, Evangelium est potentia Dei ad salutem omni credenti.“ Item (10, 17): 

, Fides est ex auditu.“ ... Si tantum fit iustificatio per verbum et verbum 
tantum fide apprehenditur, sequitur, quod fides iustificat. [Google] [Trigl. 
139, Art. IV [II], 67] Whoever does not let the external means of grace 
ordered by God be the media dottké of justification, does not let faith be the 
medium AnzttK6v of justification. '4°° The enthusiasts 


is cursed by Rome, Trid., sess. 6, can. 11. (cited in footnote 26). In view of such 
scriptural passages as 1 Petr. 4:11; Rom. 15:15. 16; 1 Petr. 2:19, it is not reddish to 
assert with Cremer (differently Grimm and Preuschen) that "grace" in Scripture is 
never used in the sense of a gift of grace, but with Chemnitz etc. it is to be admitted: 
Vocabulum gratiae in Scriptura... aliquando etiam dona ipsa, quae ex benevolentia 
conferuntur, significat. It must be noted, however, that "grace" in the sense of the 
"gift of grace" inherent in man cannot be made a causa of justification. (Footnotes 21, 
22, 23.) 

1463) Formula of Concord 612, 15. Even more detailed 622, 56 ff. [Trigl. 919, 
F. C., Sol. Decl., I, 14; 935, ibid., 56 ff] 

1464) Ihmels, Zentralfragen, p. 110. 

1465) Kirn, Dogmatik, p. 118; RE.3 XX, 574; Nitzsch-Stephan, Ev. Dogmatik 
p. 597 Cf. the detailed presentation under "Grace in Christ", p. 17 ff., and "The 
Vicarious Satisfaction", p. 407 ff., "Modern Theories of Reconciliation,” pp. 429 ff. 

1466) In the year 1862, the Lutheran Observer of the General Synod accused the 
Lutherans of St. Louis that they had only "brought 5000 to the church", 
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and the newer "experience" theologians, who teach a gift and effect of grace 
apart from and alongside the Word of God, substitute inner "experiences," 
feelings, moods, and changes for faith. 

The whole term "by grace, for Christ's sake, through faith" expresses 
what, according to the Formula of Concord, all the theologians of the 
Augsburg Confession agree on, namely "that all our righteousness is to be 
sought outside us and outside all people for merit, work, virtue and 
worthiness"."!4°”) This is to be held against the Romans, the enthusiasts and 
the more recent "experience" theologians, who all, albeit in different ways, 
put justice in us in place of justice outside us, thus denying the factors "by 
grace", "for Christ's sake", "by faith" in their scriptural sense. 


. To clarify the 
Christian concept of justification, it is necessary to point out the difference 
between divine justification and justice in civil judicial proceedings. In the 
civil court the judge declares the just man just and the guilty man guilty. 
Thus is the divine order in civil court. The judge who declares an unjust 
person 


because, instead of following the American revivalist method, they clung to the 
"sacramental religion", i.e. the external means of grace. With this old "system" the 
Lutherans of St. Louis taught a salvation "without repentance or faith". Walther 
responded to this: "The reason why the old Lutheran Church so earnestly adhered to 
the means of grace was not because it wanted to heal people without repentance and 
faith, as it did with bodily medicines which one only has to take and which then also 
work while sleeping, but because of this, that it holds so earnestly that the poor sinner 
becomes righteous and saved before God by faith alone, without works, without 
merit, by grace alone, that is, not by doing, working, earning anything himself, but 
that God offers him everything in the means of grace and works through them. In this 
sense, we are happy to accept that our religion is called a "sacramental" religion. (L. u 


W. 1862, pp. 152 f.) 
1467) Formula of Concord 622, 55. [Trigl. 935, F. C., Sol. Decl., III, 55] 
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righteous, is an abomination to God (Prov. 17:16). But what is forbidden to 
the earthly judge, God does in the justification that comes through the 
Gospel and faith. God speaks righteousness to the "godless" (tov aceBi 
aceBy Rom. 4:5). The Lutheran Confessions also point to this difference 
between the actus forensis in divine justification and in civil judgment. Thus 
it says in Apology, p. 139 [Zrigl. 207, Art. II, 185]: Itague quum hoc loco 
iustitia nostra sit imputatio alienae iustitiae, aliter hic de iustitia loquendum 
est, quam quum in philosophia aut in foro quaerimus iustitiam proprii 
operis. [““Therefore, since in this place our righteousness is the imputation of 
another's righteousness, we must speak of righteousness differently here, 
than when we seek the righteousness of our own work in philosophy or in 
the forum.”] Luther calls the transfer of the secular court proceedings to the 
divine method of justification "poison of the devil" and "the most harmful 
pestilence" (pestilentissima pestis). ‘4° It is a characteristic of good Papists 
and bad Protestants to establish the principle that God can always call only 
those people righteous who in themselves are actually righteous either 
completely or in the seed or the beginning. Another way of justification was 
not suitable for God. '“°” But God did not judge himself according to this 
wisdom. Just as he declared the Christ who is righteous in himself to be 
unjust (apaptiav éxoinoev, 2 Cor. 5:21), so he also declares the man who is 
unjust in himself to be just (Sikato1 tov aceBby, Rom. 4:6). All those who 
criticize this divine method of justification forget the divine method of 
redemption, that is, they forget that God has placed His incarnate Son in the 
place of men under the obligation and punishment of His law given to 
human beings (Gal. 4:4, 6; 3:13), and after this self-confrontation with His 
demanding and punishing justice now justifies by the Gospel and faith 
people who are unjust in themselves, that is, who have not kept any 
commandment of God, but have transgressed all. '4”° Here we must 
remember that we do not make it unnecessarily difficult for ourselves to 
prove the actus forensis in Scripture. It is certainly possible,'*”) but not 
necessary to prove that Auca1otv is always used in the New Testament in a 
declaratory sense. The completely resounding proof 


1468) On Ps. 51:5. Erl., Exeg. opp. lat. XTX, 53., St. L. V,517. 

1469) See the supporting documents at the end of this section. 

1470) Luther, IX, 619: "If you have done good works, you will not be righteous 
because of them; if you have done evil works, you will not be condemned because of 
them.” 


1471) Luthardt, Dogmatik, p. 304; PreuB, "Die Rechtfertigung des Siinders Vor 


; cf. also Chemnitz, Loci, L. de iustifleatione, p. m. 249. 
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lies already in the fact that, according to Scripture, God declares "the 
ungodly" to be righteous "without law" (y@pic vouov), "without works of the 
law" (yopic Epy@v vopov), that is, without making any moral demand on 
man, and reckons faith to be righteousness in contrast to human goodness 
and human action. '*””) That "to justify" means "to declare someone just" is 
something that at best both Roman '” and modern theologians want to 
admit. But they take it for granted that God can only declare man righteous if 
he is more or less righteous in himself. Otherwise there would be an error in 
God's judgment. Clarence A. Beckwith '4” at first doubts "the forensic 
interpretation of dikaioun as the only meaning in Paul's writings". Then he 
continues: "Even when a forensic judgment is indicated by dikaioun, this is 
grounded not in an outside condition, but in an actual inner virtue. It does 
not, like works, make a demand on God, but it constitutes a ground on which 
one is forgiven who forsakes his sin and identifies himself with Christ. Some 
of those who hold this general view of dikaioun restrict its main reference to 
the initial moment of conversion, !*”>) while others extend it to cover the 
entire period of Christian experience—one is justified according as he is 
sanctified. '*”° But against these and all other objections it is sufficient to 
point out that Aicatoév has with it as a closer definition the ympic vonov, 
y@pic épywv vonov [“without law, without works of law”’], etc., whereby 
every moral quality on the part of man is excluded and thus the actus 
forensis is irrefutably proven. The actus forensis is also clearly taught in all 
scriptural statements in which justification is described as forgiveness of 
sins, covering of sins, non-imputation of sins. '*7” 


1472) Rom. 4:5: Aoyifetat H miotic avtov sic sucatoobvny, nitintio ty uy 
EpyaCopéve, Tatevovtt dé Ei TOV SIKALOVVTG TOV TOV acEfr). 

1473) Quenstedt I, 762. 

1474) In The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia V1, 281 and in a note he 
appended to Ihmels' article. 

1475) Thus, in substance, the synergists of all shades. 

1476) This is the Roman and Unitarian doctrine in undisguised form. 

1477) Rom. 4:7-8 used by the apostle Gytévai tac avopiac [“iniquities are 
forgiven” ], emixadvdatetv tas apaptias [sins are covered], ov ov-a1 apaptiav [“not 
impute sins”] as synonyms of Aoyiontai ducatoovvny [“God imputeth righteousness” | 
and duxa.oiiv. Correct is Luthardt: This word" (the quotation from the 32nd Psalm) 
"shows to excess how Paul understands justification. Not as a moral change of man, 
nor as a divine recognition 
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The actus forensis in the sense of Scripture is denied not only by the 
Romans, '*”® but also by all apostate Protestants, who consider the doctrine 
of Scripture of the declaration of righteousness of an in itself unjust person 
to be a misfortune and who, in order to save the ethics and logic of God, in 
one form or another establish the principle that the object of the divine 
declaration of righteousness must also be more or less just in itself. This 
includes enthusiasts such as Andreas Osiander (¢ 1552),!*” Kaspar 
Schwenkfeldt (¢ 1561)!*®° and Valentin Weigel (+ 1588)!*8” as well as the 
Mennonites, the 


of a corresponding moral condition of man, but as identical with the forgiveness of 
sins, as the "justification" (righteousness) "of man in the eyes of God, despite the 
non-existence of a corresponding moral condition.” This is of decisive importance 
for the correct understanding of Pauline, that is, biblical teaching. Bengel: Synonym: 
aMléval, EMiKAAVATEL, OV AoyiCeoFar [‘to forgive,’ ‘to cover,’ ‘not to impute], ut 
peccatum commissum habeatur pro non commisso [“‘so that a sin committed may be 
considered as not committed”. 

1478) Council of Trent (sess. 6, c. 7): Non modo reputamur, sed vere iusti 
nominamur et sumus, iustitiam in nos recipientes, unusquisque suam secundum 
mensuram, quam Spiritus Sanctus score singulis, prout vult, et secundum propriam 
cuiusque dispositionem et cooperationem. 

1479) Osiander: "Those teach things colder than ice (glacie frigidiora docent), 
who teach that we are justly respected only because of the forgiveness of sins. God is 
not so unjust that he should consider righteous him in whom there is nothing of true 
justice at all. (Disputatio de iustiflcatione 1550, thes. 73,74. German published by 
Osiander in 1551. the German translation by Arnold, Kirchen- und Ketzerhistorie, 
Schaffhausen 1740, Volume I, 925 f.) 

1480) Schwenkfeldt: "Their" (the Lutheran) "iustitia or righteousness is only 
forgiveness of sins by heart from faith, as one bought indulgences, and that God for 
the sake of Christ mediatoris, the mediator, does not want to attribute sin to us.... 
...as 1f God were to say to us in death or in the Last Day: "Come to me, my children, 
in heaven, for Christ my son. God does not consider anyone righteous if there is 
nothing of His essential righteousness in him." (Epistolar I, 812; with Gieseler LI, 2, 
p. 109.) 

1481) Weigel, Postille, Tl. I, p. 173 Gn Quenstedt II, 778): "Far be it from all 
righteous and pious Christians that they want to help themselves and cover 
themselves with the imputativa iustitia of the Antichrist and say that Christ's death, 
suffering, should make them righteous or saved, should be attributed from the 
outside. No, traun, it means to believe, that is, it means to be baptized into the same 
death; it means to eat and drink the body and blood of Christ, Rom. 6, Jn. 6, to follow 
Christ and be conformed to him: so the death of Christ comes in them.” TI. II, p. 15 
(by Karl Hase, Ev. Dogmatik 3, p. 334): "An excellent error is in the false Christians, 
that they let another do the law, suffer, die. ... The unio essentialis must do it so that 
we may have him in us spiritually and bodily. Where are you now with your 
imputativa? You will not be able to cover yourself with it before the wrath of God. 
Indue Christum [“Put on Christ”], go to the new man, 
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Quakers etc. '48”) also the Arminians, in so far as they let justifying faith also 
include obedience to the commandments of Christ. !48) The Synergists also 
abolish the actus forensis, because for them faith is not only the means of 
justification, but a "moral act", "self-establishment", "conduct", in short, a 
human achievement. The actus forensis is also denied by all newer 
theologians who reject the satisfactio vicaria Christi as too "juridical" and 
"declarative" and expressly assume the transformation or reorganization of 
the life of mankind into the reconciliation with God, and therefore the 
Roman fides caritate formata in substance. '*8” 

Since the Lutheran Church deals with Osiander's teaching in the third 
article of the Formula of Concord ("On the Righteousness of Faith before 
God") and more recent historians of dogma at least partly take Osiander's 
side, it is appropriate to go into Osiander's teaching in more detail when 
discussing the actus forensis. 


draw on the new man, and then you will be imputed by grace what Christ has done 
for you, otherwise you will remain eternally damned with your imputativa. 

1482) The documents are described in detail in Giinther, Symbolik + p. 224 ff. 
Engelder, Popular Symbolics, 261 ff. and 385 f.] W. Penn in Primitive Christianity 
Revived "It is too common a misfortune among the confessors of Christianity that 
they are inclined to cover their own active and suffering disobedience with the active 
and suffering obedience of Christ.” 

1483) Note 30, 31st Curcellaeus, Inst. rel. chr. VU, 9, 6: "No one who is unjust 
in himself can be formaliter more just by another's righteousness" (so that his 
righteousness consists in this), "just as a Moor cannot be white by another one’s 
whiteness.” 

1484) Kirn, Dogmatik, p. 118: "Reconciliation is historically perfected insofar as 
Christ's finished work morally makes possible and guarantees the pardon of sinners 
forever; but it is at the same time an ongoing process insofar as the foundation of 
salvation, once accomplished, carries within itself the power to transform the life of 
humanity into its Godly form. What thus unfolds in history is for God's judgement 
interwoven into the salvation work accomplished, and this "his effective power" 
(namely the transformation of the life of mankind into its Godly form) "is one of the 
foundations of its value before God.” This is the so-called "guarantee theory". 
Christ's life and suffering is not regarded before God as a complete payment of man's 
sinfulness, but as a guarantee fund for the betterment of mankind. Only through the 
human betterment "the once happened salvation foundation" actually receives its just 
and saving value. 
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Osiander's doctrine has been judged far too favorably before, '**> but 
especially in more recent times. Osiander is an outstanding type of the 
enthusiasts of all times who, by removing the actus forensis, want to defend 
the justification of an externalization of Christianity, especially to save the 
inner certainty of salvation and sanctification, but eo ipso—namely, 
precisely by denying the actus forensic—make the certainty of salvation and 
sanctification impossible. Osiander also shares in the characteristic of all 
enthusiasts that they make the abuse of the Christian doctrine of grace by 
certain Christians a burden on this doctrine itself, thereby becoming 
slanderers and defamers of the Christian doctrine and its faithful preachers, 
and thus in their own person representing the opposite of the Christian 
sanctification which they supposedly want to save. '*8° Osiander was also 
very proud of his enthusiasm. '48”) The fact that in more recent times one 
takes 


1485) So also by Brenz in two expert opinions. On the second expert opinion of 
Wirtemberg theologians "Declaration on Osiander's Disputation of Justification". 
Tiibingen 1553. with preface (and notes) Matt. Flacii Illyrici and Nic. Galli to the 
Prussian church. Magdeburg 1553. reprinted in Baumgarten, Streitigkeiten II, 259 ff., 
judgement is all the more striking as it states that Osiander misinterprets the 
expressions iustitia Dei and iustificari, Rom 1 and 3, namely the essential justice of 
God and its infusion into the faithful, which also endangers the comfort of Christians. 
Perhaps Brenz believed that he could settle the dispute by a mediating position. 
Chemnitz’ judgement is sharp but completely objective, printed in Schliistelburg, 
Catalogus VI, 94 sqq. 

1486) Disput. de iustificatione, thes. 75 (in Arnold, Kirchen- und Ketzerhistorie 
I, 926): 

"Such" (who understand by justification the forgiveness of sins) "preach not the 
righteousness of God, but they caress and pretend shamefully to the multitude so 
stained with sins that God will not nor shall not dwell in them, lest they should 
perceive that they are still farthest from the kingdom of God." In the preface to "Of 
the One Mediator etc.: "The hypocritical preachings that our righteousness is nothing 
but that God considers us righteous, whether we are bad boys or not, and that our 
righteousness is outside us and not in us; for in this teaching they may well be 
considered good, holy people”. (Arnold I 927 ) 

1487) With reference to his speculation, contrary to Scripture, about the 
Incarnation of the Son of God, even apart from the Fall (p. 390 ff.), he said he had 
brought to light this great matter (rem tantam), which "no one has yet been properly 
explained by anyone after the apostles". "Luther had seen something of it, but did not 
seriously try to explain the matter in more detail.” (To Filius Dei fuerit incarnandus 
etc. E e. Bei Gieseler, III, 2, p. 278.) In a letter to MGrlin, Osiander is so zealous 
against a commitment to the Augsburg 
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sides with Osiander, divides right and wrong between him and the 
presentation of the Formula of Concord, and also calls Chemnitz’ judgment 
that Osiander is catholicizing erroneous, '***) comes from the fact that one, as 
a follower of "experiential theology," has essentially Osiander's blood in his 
veins. Like Osiander, the "experience theologians" of our time, too, want to 
prevent the externalization of Christianity or, as one puts it more modernly, 
the "intellectualism" that is attached to the old Lutheran theology. And they 
want to achieve this result by not basing their faith on the objective word of 
the Gospel, which promises forgiveness of sins or justification for the sake 
of Christ’s satisfactio vicaria, but by placing their faith on their own 
"experience", which experience is supposed to come about by "impressions" 
of the "person of Christ" outside and beside God's word. Just as Osiander 
warned against placing oneself on the outer Word of God, on the basis: "I 
distinguish an inner and outer Word and say of the outer one that it is a voice 
that disappears in the listener's ears; this cannot be called God's Word, for 
God's Word does not, therefore, vanish like the voice that stops there.” Thus 
the "experience theologians" have this in common with Osiander and the 
enthusiasts of all times, that they accept a direct spiritual effect of Christ on 
the human spirit, which takes place outside the word of God. '4°° Thus 
justification by faith is in principle abandoned, because faith always takes 
place only vis-a-vis the Word of God offering justification. As apologia, in 
expounding the doctrine of justification, constantly reminds us of the axiom: 
Faith justifies because justification 


Confession: “I want to show with God's help before the whole Christian Church, in 
all of Europe, that a different man is a learned man, a different doctor from 
Wittenberg, who has forgotten the Son of God and has sworn not to leave the 
Augsburg Confession, since all men are liars and Philip is not exempt from this. So 
remember that and remember it well”. (By Arnold I, 929.) 

1488) Dorner, Gesch. d. Prot. Theol., p. 348. 353. Seeberg, Dogmengesch. II, 
355 ff. Schmid-Hauck, p. 366 p. 

1489) Armold, 1. c., p. 927. Schliisselburg, Catalogus VI, 72. 73. 

1490) Ihmels, Zentralfragen, p. 89: "Even today, only this is real faith in Jesus 
Christ, which is forced upon man by His appearance Himself. ". 
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is only through the Word. '?) Now as far as Osiander's actual teaching is 
concerned, '*°”) one must not be deceived by some orthodox expressions by 
which Osiander makes himself comfortable with his time and surroundings. 
Thus he speaks in strong terms of the satisfactio vicaria, in which Christ 
suffered and died for us as well as fulfilling the law" '*°*) But instead of 
continuing to say that we are justified before God through Christ's suffering 
and action, as Scripture explicitly says,'4"*) Osiander claims that through 
Christ's suffering and action we cannot be justified before God because it 
"has been done for 1500 years and more". Furthermore, Osiander speaks in 
many words of how Christ, through his fulfillment of the law, his suffering 
and death, has earned us perfect forgiveness of sins. But then he adds that we 
are not righteous before God by believing in the forgiveness of sins acquired 
by Christ. Rather, justification is carried out in such a way that Christ enters 
into our hearts by faith and, according to his divine nature, is our 
righteousness before God. Osiander says: "Certainly and clearly I answer 
that Jesus Christ is our righteousness before God according to his divine 
nature and not according to his human nature, even though we cannot find, 
attain or grasp this divine 


1491) pp. 99, 67: Tantum fit iustificatio per verbum; 108, 113: Est autem fides 
proprie dicta, quae assentitur promissioni; de hac fide loquitur Scriptura. 
(“Justification is done only by the word”; 108, 113: “Now there is faith properly so 
called, which consents to the promise; Scripture speaks of this faith.”] [Trig/ 139, 
Apol, Art. IV [Il], 67; 155, ibid., 113] Cf. 96, 50. 53-56 [134, 50. 53-56]. 

1492) Cf. the documents at Schliisselburg, Catalogus VI. The whole 6th volume 
deals with Osiander's teaching. The quotations from all Osiander's writings are 
almost too abundantly presented here. 


. — Baumgarten, Streitigkeiten II, 255 ff. 


— Of the newer ones, Frank, Theol. d. Konkordienf. U, 


Hist. Nachweis, p. 87 ff. 


1493) So in "Von dem einigen Mittler" etc., Arnold, p. 927; Gieseler III, 2, 277; 
especially also in "Schmeckbier", 4.4; at Schliisselburg VI, 60. 

1494) Rom. 5:9: dixatwbEévtEs vov Ev TH aipatt adtod [,,justified now in his 
blood“); v. 19: 816 tig ... baaKOT\¢ TOD Evdc Sikatol KaTACTAOOOVTaL Oi TOAAOI [“by 
the obedience of one the many are made righteous ”’] 
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righteousness outside of his human nature. But if he himself dwells in us 
through faith, he brings his righteousness, which is his divine nature, into us 


(affert secum in nos), which is then attributed to us as if it were our own. " 
1495) As he declares from the Second Vatican Council, here: 


(iustum 
efficere), what it means in truth and in fact.” Here it becomes clear how 
Chemnitz could judge that Osiander was catholicizing. According to Roman 
doctrine, Christ has earned for us that God pours out righteousness, namely 
love and other virtues, and through this iustitia infusa we are justified before 
God. According to Osiander, we owe to the merit of Christ the infusion of 
his divine nature, and this divine nature poured out upon us shall be our 
righteousness before God. !*°° In practical application the difference that 
still exists disappears completely. Through Osiander's doctrine, man, who 
has come to the knowledge of his sins through the law, is instructed by God's 
gracious disposition towards him to judge against himself after the inner 
transformation which the essential divinity dwelling within him has brought 
about. In this way, the certainty of the forgiveness of sins, as in the case of 
the Romanists, really comes down to sanctification and good works." !4°” 
Thus, the Formula of Concord was 


1495) 


1496) In the Formula Consensus etc., drafted by Melanchthon in 1557, the 
agreement between the doctrine of Osiander and Roman doctrines is formulated as 
follows: Sic interpretantur propositionem: fide iustificamur, scil, praeparatione, ut 
simus deinde alia re iusti, id est, accepti coram Deo, scii, novitate seu dilectione seu 
inhaerente iustitia essentiali. [This is how they interpret the proposition: we are 
justified by faith, that is, by preparation, so that we may then be righteous in another 
respect, that is, accepted before God, knowledge, novelty or love, or inherent 
essential justice.”] (Corp. Ref. IX, 365 sqq. ) 

1497) H. Schmid, Dogmengeschichte, 1860, p. 156, remarked very correctly: 
"Since, according to Osiander's own concession, sin does not completely disappear in 
man even after Christ's inhabitation, man remains burdened with the constant 
uncertainty whether Christ's inhabitation is such that he may comfort himself on the 
basis of it, or he is tempted to underestimate the impurity still remaining in him.” 
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right to "declare itself against Osiander on all points under consideration". 
1498) She holds fast to the actus forensis of justification."!*°?) With regard to 
the indwelling of Christ, she states that the whole Holy Trinity dwells by 
faith in the elect and urges them to good works. But she separates this 
indwelling and its sanctifying effect from the justice of faith by adding "Such 
indwelling of God is not the righteousness of faith, which St. Paul deals with 
and calls iustitiam Dei, that is, the righteousness of God, for which we are 
justified before God, but it follows (sequitur) the antecedent righteousness of 
faith. The justice of faith itself is "nothing other than the forgiveness of sins 
and the gracious acceptance of poor sinners, solely for Christ's obedience 

and merit". (622, 54 [Trigl., 935, Sol. Decl., III, 54]) The justice of faith is 
one acquired by Christ in his walk on earth, which requires both natures, 
divine and human. Hence the emphasis on the God-human person of Christ 
(622, 56-58) [Trigl. 935, 56, 58]: "We believe, teach and confess that all 
obedience to the whole person of Christ, which he rendered for . us to the 
Father even unto the most shameful death of the cross, is attributed to us for 
justice. For human nature alone, without the divine, the eternal, almighty, 
eternal and eternal. 


Melanchthon, Corp. Ref: VII, 1151, calls Osiander's teaching "enthusiasm that 
obscures the benefits of the Son of God and destroys true consolation.” Frank also 
judges II, 19 of Osiander's doctrine: "It is a subjectivism that shatters the objective 
reason for salvation of the Lutheran Church to its depths, a Mysticism that transforms 
the Christ for us into the Christ in us and, against our will, makes the consciousness 
of the inhabitatio essentialis iustitiae the basis of peace with God.” 

1498) Schmid-Hauck, p. 373. 

1499) 613, 17 [Trigl. 921, F. C., Sol. Decl., III, 17]: "The word ‘justify’ here 
means to speak of sins in a righteous and unmarried way and to count the same 
eternal punishment unmarried for the sake of the righteousness of Christ, which is 
attributed to faith by God. Also in the much discussed words of apology (100, 72 
[Trigl. 141, Apol., Art. IV [II], 72]), where justification is also called righteousness or 
rebirth, the actus forensis is recorded. Apology expressly declares: Volumus hoc 
ostendere, quod sola fides ex iniusto iustum efficiat, hoc est, accipiat remissionem 
peccatorum. The Formula of Concord (613, 19. 20) [Trig]. 921, Sol. Decl., I, 19— 
20] has correctly understood apology. 
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In the same way, we must not sin for the whole world with obedience or 
suffering, but the Godhead alone, without humanity, between God and us, 
may not be a means (mediatoris partes implere). ... In such a way, neither 
the divine nor the human nature of Christ is attributed to us for itself (per se) 
as justice, but only the obedience of the person who is God and man". Thus 
it is understood that "all our justice is outside our . . . and stands alone on the 
Lord Christ". "Such righteousness is promoted by the Holy Spirit through the 
Gospel and in the sacraments, and is applied, appropriated and accepted by 
faith. '°°° Finally, the Formula of Concord does not forget to point out that 
only in this way can Christians be given the necessary consolation and the 
merit of Christ and the grace of God remain intact. It says (616:30 [Trigl. 
925, 30]): "Boldly, and that sorrowful hearts may have a constant and certain 
consolation, that the merit of Christ and the grace of God may be given its 
due glory, Scripture teaches that the justice of faith before God consists 
solely in the merciful atonement or forgiveness of sins, which is given to us 
by grace alone for the sake of the united merit of the Mediator of Christ, and 
is received by faith alone in the promise of the Gospel". 1°) 


1500) 622.55 [935, 55]; 613, 16 [921, 16]. Faith has in justification an object 
that is not within man but outside of him: 624, 63 [937, 63]; 623, 58 [937, 58]; 622 
54. 55 [935, 54-55]. 

1501) Without mentioning names, the third article of the Formula of Concord 
announces itself as a rejection of the errors of Osiander and Stancarus (527, 2) [791, 
2): "One part held that Christ alone according to the Godhead is our righteousness, if 
he dwells in us by faith" (Osiander). "Others, on the other hand, have held that Christ 
is our righteousness before God only according to human nature" (Stancarus). There 
is no reason to have more sympathy for Osiander than for Stankarus, no matter 
whether one looks at both doctrinal positions or at their personal conduct (their great 
vanity). (Gieseler III, 2, 274 ff. RE.2 XIV, 592.) Stancarus argued for his thesis with 
Unitarian, resp. Nestorian-Reformed reasons, which exclude the incarnation of the 
Son of God and a common work of the two natures at all (Schliisselburg, Cartal.. IX, 
244; Baumgarten II, 268 ff: Since Christ could not die according to the divine nature, 
the divine nature was to be excluded from mediation). Osiander's teaching is based on 
the pantheistic speculation that it is inherent in the divine being to immerse itself in 
humanity. That is why Osiander claimed that the Son of God became man, even if 
men had not fallen. (So also in the writing of the year 1550: 
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c. Justification is SOLA fide, "by faith alone". The "by faith alone" does 
not, of course, exclude God's grace, Christ's merit, and the means of grace 


To Filius Dei incarnandus, si peccatum non introivisset in mundum. Item, De 
Imagine Dei, quid sit. [“For the Son of God to be incarnate, if sin had not entered the 
world. Also, On the Image of God, what it is.”] Excerpts from Schliisselburg, VI, 47 
sqq.) The "Adam speculation" and "the separation of the inner and outer word" do not 
find an "accessory" for Osiander's doctrine of justification, as Seeberg thinks 
(Dogmengesch. II, 360), but the other way round: everything Osiander says about 
Christ's merit etc. is only "accessory" for his speculation about the Incarnation of the 
Son of God, even if no sinners could have been saved by Christ's merit. One could, as 
Frank (Theol. d. F.C. I, 22 f.) rightly observes, remove Christ's satisfaction from 
Osiander's system without any substantial degeneration of the whole. — One has 
asked about Luther's judgement on Osiander. Even if we, as not universally 
accredited, let it rest on our laurels whether Luther had expressed disapproval of 
Osiander's sermons on justification in 1529 at Marburg and 1537 at Schmalkalden, 
we know from Luther's letter to Wenzeslaus Link (of Oct. 8, 1533; StL. XXIb 
1854; de Wette IV, 485) that Luther was very concerned about Osiander's doctrinal 
position and character. He writes: "I would not have believed that that man 
(Osiander) was so caught up in so many thoughts (occupatum) and so far removed 
from our pure teaching, as I notice from his letter.” But Luther at that time regarded 
Osiander as a sick man (velut aegrotum) who still wanted to be "freed and healed" by 
right treatment. The matter was this: 


, which were common in Nuremberg. This 
indicated that Osiander did not believe in an objective reconciliation and an objective 
gospel, and therefore Luther's teaching in the Nuremberg Absolution Controversy 
was: "The gospel itself is a general absolution, for it is a promise which all and every 
one of us must accept in particular by God's command and commandment. (Letter to 
the Council of Nuremberg. Sz. L. XXI b, 1847 ff.) In more recent times it has become 
customary to assume at least a partial agreement between Osiander and Luther. 
Osiander is said to have represented "original Lutheran ideas" in opposition to the 
Melanchthonianism of the Formula of Concord (Seeberg, 1. c., 360 f.). In fact, the 
agreement between Osiander and Luther exists only in certain expressions, which, 
however, are taken by both sides in different senses. In fact, there is not even a 
similarity between Osiander and Luther, since Luther's entire doctrine of justification 
is based on Christ’s iustitia extra nos, while Osiander declares all those to be false 
teachers and unworthy of the name of a theologian who do not place the 
righteousness of the Christian in the Christ in nobis, namely in the indwelling of his 
divine nature, (Disp. de iustif, thes. 69.73. 74.) Luther on the other hand (Opp. v. a. 
IV, 391; St. L. XIX, 1452): Certum est Christum seu iustitiam Christi, cum sit extra 
nos et aliena nobis, non posse nostris operibus comprehendi, sed fides, quae ex 
auditu Christi nobis per Spiritum Sanctum infunditur, ipsa comprehendit Christum. 
[Google Translate: “It is certain that Christ, or the righteousness of Christ, since he is 
outside us and alien to us, cannot be comprehended by our works, but faith, which is 
infused into us from hearing Christ by the Holy Spirit, itself comprehends Christ.”] 
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from justification, as the Romans sophistically interjected. On the contrary, 
the factors mentioned above are the prerequisite for the "by faith alone". 
Because by grace, for Christ's sake, we are justified by the Gospel, therefore 
by faith alone and not by works. The Lutheran shibboleth sola fide has only 
the sense and purpose of holding on to faith as the only means of 
appropriation (medium AnmtuK6v) on the part of man, and of separating the 
works of man as means of appropriation from justification, as Scripture so 
powerfully does when it says: miote1 — ovk s& épywv [faith — not by 
works], Rom. 3:28; &« miotems Xpiotov Kai ovK é& Epy@v vopLov Rom. 4:5. 
1502) Tn order to emphasize the meaning and purpose of sola fide, the Formula 
of Concord says that nothing in and about man, whether it precedes faith, 
like repentance, or follows faith, like the righteousness of the works that has 
begun, should be made the medium or instrument (medium et instrumentum) 
of justification. !°°) — He who denies sola fide denies also the fide, because 
in justification Scripture opposes fides to works: niotet — yapics épyov 
vopov (Rom. 3:28), TH dé  EpyaCopéva MiotEvovtt 6& Emi TOV SUKALODVTA 
TOV GoEsBt AoyiCetat 1 Mictic adtOD sic StKa1o0bvyv. '° In still other words, 
according to Scripture, in justification faith and works are not to be added, 


1502) Quenstedt II, 795: Particula exclusiva sola non 1. opponitur gratiae Dei 
seu, quod idem est, gratuito Dei favori, iustiflcationis causae efficienti principali, 2. 
non merito Christi, causae eiusdem meritoriae, nec 3. verbo et sacramentis, quae 
instrumentales iustiflcationis nostrae a parte Dei offerentis et dantis sunt, sed nostris 
operibus. [Google 

1503) Formula of Concord, 614, 23. 24 [Trigl. 923, 23-24]: "True repentance 
must precede", and those justified by faith "are also given the Holy Spirit, who 
renews and sanctifies them, in them works love against God and neighbor. .. . But 
here, if the article is to remain pure from justification, good care must be taken that 
what goes before faith and what follows it is not at the same time mixed or inserted 
into the article of justification as necessary and proper to it. pp. 616, 31 [Trigl. 925, 
31]: "It is not repentance or love or any other virtue, but faith alone is the means or 
instrument so that and through it we can receive and accept God's grace, Christ's 
merit and the forgiveness of sins, if they are recited to us in the promise of the 
Gospel. Cf. 618, 38. 39. [929, ibid., 38—39] 

1504) Winer, Grammar °, p. 525: "Iliotet and epyotc are mutually exclusive 
opposites with Paul.” 
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but works must be subtracted. Bengel, in Rom. 3:28, illustrates this 
arithmetically: 


"Two things are possible: 
Faith and Works..............000065 
The works are excluded 


so faith alone remain................. 1 
One subtracted from two, leaves one." !>°) 


Recently 
J. F. Loughlin wrote: !°°” "By leaving out 


1505) Arithmetice sic fit demonstratio: 
In quaestionem veniunt duo: 


FideS Ct OPCTO...eccecccccecsecsesceeeeeeeeee 2 
EXCIUCUNIUL OPCTG....ececceceeceeeeceeeeeees 1 
Superest fides SOl.....cccccsereeeee 1 


Uno de duobus subtracto remanet unum. 

1506) St. L. XIX, 968 [WA 30, IL, pp. 632-646; Am Ed. 35, 175-202, esp. 195- 
202: "On Translating, An Open Letter" — see also here for another English 
translation, search "For you and our people"). The apology about the sola fide 100, 73 
(Ed. - Trigl. 141, Art. IV [Il], 73; BookOfConcord here, #69-74, esp. #73) Luthardt 
Dogmatik, p. 303: "If Luther added Rom. 3:28 'alone' (also defended by Erasmus), 
this is fully justified by the exclusion of the other only conceivable possibility, which 
is €pya vopov.". Thomasius, Dogm. III, 2, 210: "The sola fide is not only stated 
literally Gal. 2:16: edv pi 616 miotews and confirmed by the more detailed provisions 
mentioned above, but also testified by the whole context of both the Epistle to the 
Galatians and the Epistle to the Romans. Luther, in defense of his translation, 
attaches the appropriate predicates to the Romans, who called his translation a 
falsification of Scripture on sola fide in the Fathers of the Church and the Romans: L. 
u. W. 1916, pp. 548 f. — Luther on Gal. 5:6: Non dicit Paulus: Fides, quae per 
caritatem iustificat, nec dicit: Fides, quae per caritatem gratum facit. Talem textum 
ipsi [the Roman] fingunt et huic loco per vim intrudunt. Multo minus dicit: Caritas 
gratum facit. Sed dicit: Fides, quae per caritatem operativ. Opera fieri dicit ex fide 
per caritatem, non iustificari hominem per caritatem. At quis est tam rudis 
grammaticus, qui non ex vocabulorum virtute intelligat, aliud esse iustificari, aliud 
operari? [Google Translate] (Ad Gal. Erl. IT, 322; St. L. XX, 633 f.) — Luther on 
Rom. 1:17: 0 dixatoc ex nioteas Chostau: Spiritus Sanctus, qui dat omnibus os et 
linguam, novit etiam loqui. Bene potuisset dicere, ut Sophistae impie nugantur: Iustus 
ex fide (caritate) formata vivit. With consulto omisit hoc et simpliciter dixit: Iustus ex 
fide .vivit. Abeant igitur Sophistae in malam crucem cum sua impia et pestilente 
glossa! [The just shall five by faith” : “The Holy Ghost, who gives to all men both 
mouth and tongue, knows how to speak. He could have said (as the sophists wickedly 
imagine): The righteous man shall live by the faith which is formed by love. But this 
He omitted purposely and saith plainly: ‘The just shall live by faith.’ A plague upon 
these sophists with their wicked and pestilent gloss!”] (L. c. If, 3 sq. St. L. 1X, 359.) 

1507) The Catholic Encyclopedia, sub "Faith." (sub. “Faith, Protestant 


Confessions of’, pp. 760 ff.] 
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the obnoxious sola (alone) the article" (the fourth article of Augustana is 
meant) "might be glossed in Catholic sense.” Also Eck in the 16th century. 
Melanchthon reported 1530 from Augsburg to Luther about Eck: "As far as 
the doctrine is concerned, it is written: Eck finds fault with the word sola 
when we say that man is justified by faith alone. But he did not condemn the 
teaching in itself but said that the inexperienced were offended. For I have 
compelled him to confess that righteousness is rightly appropriated by us to 
faith"!>°®) Luther replied: "You write that Eck was compelled by you to 
confess that we are justified by faith; O that you compelled him not to lie!” 
1509) T uther was absolutely right. If Eck wanted to have left out the "alone" 
beside faith and said in return that man would be justified "by grace and 
faith", he wanted to gain space by this to understand by "grace" not the 
gracious disposition of God but the "poured out grace", that is, good works. 
The expression "by grace and faith" gained the meaning for Eck: "by good 
works and faith" man becomes righteous before God. The sola neben fide, on 
the other hand, excludes gratia infusa, the works, and forces us to 
understand "grace" in justification as the gracious disposition of God 
(favorem Dei propter Christum) or the forgiveness of sins for the sake of 
Christ. '!° Melanchthon also noticed Eck's deception when he added in his 
letter to Luther: "But the fool"—namely Eck—"does not understand the 
word grace.” Gerhard says with reference to the usefulness of the expression 
"py faith alone": "Through the particle sola the deceitfulness of the 
opponents is discovered, which is why they persecute them with such great 
hatred." >!» But here again we must remember the fact that, after all, no 
expression, not even the sola fide, is safe from abuse. Hase points out that 
even rationalists claim without any conscience that their moral and 


1508) St. L. XVI, 1401. corpus ref: I, 299. De Wette IV, 145. Baier, ed walther, 


Il, 5. 
1509) St. L. XVI, 1403. 

1510) Cf. the detailed presentation, pp. 5-17. 

1511) L. de iustif., § 166: Per particulam sola insidiae adversariorum 
deteguntur, inde etiam tanto eam persequuntur odio, ut nos Fidesolarios propter eius 
usum appellant. [“By a single particle the plots of the adversaries are discovered, and 
they pursue it with such hatred that they call us Fidesolarios because of its use.”] 
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virtue doctrine is expressed through sola fide. °!” 

Also the synergists of old and new times have not renounced the use of sola 
fide, although in their version of faith as moral deed, right conduct, self- 
determination, etc., they bring faith itself under the category of human 
achievement and so do not hold to fide and therefore not to sola fide in the 
scriptural sense. Even the newer "experience theologians" still use the sola 
fide, although they have abandoned all its preconditions, the satisfactio 
vicaria and the iustificatio per verbum evangelii. '>'>) 

d. Nor is the presence of good works necessary for justification. (Neque 
praesentia operum ad iustificationem requiritur.) Of course, faith always has 
the good works with it. This truth must also always be inculcated when it is a 
matter of warning against carnal security or an imaginary faith (fides 
acquisita), as 2 Cor. 13:5: "Try yourselves whether you are in faith; test 
yourselves!” 


. Even if one admits that 
the inventors of the expression meant well, namely, to warn against an 
imaginary faith, . If, as 
Scripture teaches, the works are not considered at all in justification, because 
justification is completely independent of the works, then the presence of the 
works is not necessary for justification either. The one who demands the 
presence of works for justification, if he knows what he is saying, eo ipso 
gives praise to the scriptures that justification is done without the works of 
the law. And in practical application, the wrong expression can only lead to 
doubt about the divine forgiveness of sins, 


1512) Hase, Ev. Dogmatik, p. 333: "Also rationalism has defended with more or 
less Christian" (!) "determination the statement that faith alone makes saved and 
works come from faith. One understood then under sola fides 'the internal in the 
opposites of the external’: sola vera fide, i. e., animo ad Christi. exemplum 
eiusdemque praecepta composito et ad Deum converso.” 

1513) What Luther says about the enthusiasts is applicable to the whole of 
modern theology: 

(IX, 197.) 
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which is highly available through Christ and is presented in the gospel. Nor 
is the situation improved by distinguishing between the merit and the 
presence of good works, saying that it is not the merit of good works but 
only their presence that is necessary for justification. For even with this 
distinction the frightened sinner does not dare to seize in faith the 
forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ and offered in the Gospel but will look 
for the supposedly necessary presence of good works. In short, justification 
is practically transferred to the field of the law by the saying that the 
resence of works is necessary for justification. 


1514) The 
dogmatists say correctly: Fides nunquam est sola, sed iustificat sola. [“Faith 
is never alone, but justifies alone.”’] 

e. Justification has no degrees. (Justificatio non admittititit gradus, non 
fit successive, non recipit magis et minus.) Justification has no degrees and 
cannot have degrees, but is complete where it is, because it consists in the 
forgiveness of sins (Rom. 4:7 f.), which Christ has fully acquired and 
promises in the Gospel (Luke 24:47). Whoever therefore believes the gospel 
has all the justification for it. Therefore believers confess: yaptotpEevoc NLiv 
navto Te Tapartmpata,'>!>) and: Auco1wévtes odv &K Tictews EipyvnV 
éyouev mpdc Tov @eodv. 5! Luther expresses this in such a way that 
justification by faith is not "piecemeal" but "in one heap". He says, 
"Justification comes not by works, but by faith alone, without all works, not 
in pieces, but in a heap. For the testament has all things in it, justification, 
salvation, inheritance, and entire heritage. It becomes all at once, not in 
pieces, possessed by faith."!5!7) 


1514) M. 530, 23; 620, 43. 

1515) Col. 2:13. Meyer: "This yaptodpevos is the dedication of reconciliation on 
the part of God that happened to the believers when they became believers; the 
objective act of atonement through the death of Christ had preceded and is described 
inv. 14.” 

1516) Rom. 5:1 The "peace with God" presupposes that justification entered into 
with faith is not a partial but a complete one. 

1517) St. L. XI, 219 ff. Statements of confession: 358, 6 [Third Article, Trigl. 
545, Sm. Cat., Pt. II, Art. Ill, 6]; 480, 100 [725, L. Cat., Pt. IM, 100]; 324 f. [498, 
Smale. Art., Pt. Ill, X Il]; 614, 22. [923, F.C., Sol. Decl., II, 22] 
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There are degrees in faith. But the weak faith justifies as completely as the 
strong. Luther, XI, 1840: "Therefore we are all equal in Christ by faith. 
Although St. Peter has a stronger faith than I do, it is the same faith in Christ. 
For the same Christ is given by his Father, asking them to lay hold of Him; 
whoever gets him, has him whole, gets him strong or weak, there is no 
matter.” Whoever assumes degrees of justification with Rome or speaks of a 
multiplication of justification, 


1518) Council of Trent., sess. 6, c. 10: Iustificati . . . per observationem 
mandatorum Dei et ecclesiae in ipsa iustitia per Christi gratiam accepta, cooperante 
fide bonis operibus, crescunt atque magis iustificantur, Evening table, can. 24: Si 
quis dixerit, iustitiam acceptam - non augeri coram Deo per bona opera - anathema 
sit. According to Roman doctrine, justification is a process that extends throughout 
life and beyond into purgatory. Faith is only the beginning or the root of justification 
(sess. 6, c. 8). It belongs with a whole series of acts in preparation for justification. 
The Roman doctrine of justification presents itself, according to the Tridentinum, as 
follows: Justification requires preparation (praeparatio, dispositio). To this 
preparation belong according to sess. 6, c. 6, the following parts: 1. Faith, not faith, of 
course, which believes in the forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake—faith would be 
presumptuous (op. cit, c. 9)—but the historical faith which believes what God has 
revealed; 2. the fear of God's wrath because of sins; 3. the hope that God will be 
merciful, namely later, after the completion of a long series of acts; 4. The beginning 
of love for God; 5. Repentance, which is necessary before baptism and includes 
"some hate" (odium aliquod) for sin; 6. Intention to receive baptism; 7. Intention to 
keep the commandments of God. This "preparation" is followed by (op. cit, c. 7) 
"Justification itself", which, however, must not be understood merely as forgiveness 
of sins, but also includes sanctification (dispositionem seu praeparationem 
iustificatio ipsa consequitur, quae non est sola peccatorum remissio, sed et 
sanctificatio et renovatio interioris hominis [justification itself results from the 
disposition or preparation, which is not only the remission of sins, but also the 
sanctification and renewal of the inner man”), so that even justification itself does 
not consist in a declaration of justice, but in an of an unjust 
person into a just person (non modo reputamur, sed vere iusti nominamur et sumus, 
iustitiam in nos recipientes). Everything, both the praeparatio and the iustificatio 
ipsa, is done with human participation (secundum propriam cuiusque dispositionem 
et cooperationem). But even if someone has undergone "justification itself", he must 
not surely think that God has mercy on him, cum nullus scire valeat certitudine fidei, 
cui non potest subesse falsum, se gratiam Dei esse consecutum (op. cit., c. 9). The 
conclusion comes only in purgatory. The anathema should strike the one who dares to 
say that "after justification has been received" there is not a debt of temporal 
punishment left to be paid either in this world or in Purgatory. (Sess. 6, can. 30.) On 
the 
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thus shows that he does not teach justification by faith in Christ but by an 
inherent righteousness (iustitia infusa sive inhaerens), i.e. he has given up 
the Christian doctrine of justification. For a gradual justification not only the 
Roman Catholics but also Protestants (Hengstenberg) erroneously referred to 
Luke 7:36 ff. as is to be explained in more detail in the section “Justification 
on the Basis of Works". 

f. The forgiveness of sins means the whole justification, not just a part 
of it. When apology says (100:76): "Consequi remissionem peccatorum est 
iustificari", and" the Formula of Concord (528:7): "The word ‘justify’ in this 
article means to absolve, that is, to speak of sins alone", and even more so 
(616:30).If we say that "the righteousness of faith consists solely in the 
merciful reconciliation or forgiveness of sins", this is entirely in accordance 
with Scripture, because Paul Romans 4:6-8 for "justify" forgives sin and 
does not attribute sin, thus designating all justification. It is not a 
recommendable teaching method if some Lutheran teachers wanted to divide 
justification into two acts, namely the attribution of Christ's merit and the 
forgiveness of sins, or vice versa, the forgiveness of sins and the attribution 
of Christ's merit. !!°) 


Roman iustificatio prima and secunda, which coincides approximately with the 
praeparatio and iustificatio ipsa, see Chemnitz, Examen, De iustif. p. 152 sq. The 
Roman doctrine of justification can be briefly summarized as follows: Christ has 
earned us so much that we can earn our own salvation, initially de congruo, then also 
de condigno. The Augsburg Interim (1548) also revealed the apostasy from Christian 
doctrine through the inclusion of gradual justification. (Gieseler III, 1, 347.) It was 
also taught by Andreas Osiander, (Disp. de justificatione, thes. 79: by faith de die in 
diem magis unimur, namely with the divine nature of the Son of God). The gradual 
justification (minus purgatory) is also taught by all newer theologians who see faith 
in justification as the "seed" or "beginning" of a following moral development (like 
Martensen, Dogmatik, p. 368) or who include "the transformation of the life of 
mankind" in the subjective reconciliation (like all representatives of the "guarantee 
theory"; Kirn, Dogmatik, p. 118). 

1519) Cf. the dogmatic-historical account in Baier III, 283 sqq.; Hebenstreit, 
Syst. II, 1237 sqq. Quenstedt (II, 753) endeavors to establish unity: " The imputation 
of Christ's merit is in substance the forgiveness of sins, and the forgiveness is the 
imputation of Christ's righteousness, 
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Luther is speaking entirely in accordance with Scripture when he repeatedly 
says: For Christians, righteousness or piety before God means "forgiveness 


so that each expression, taken by itself, can express the whole essence of justification. 
This is also why the Apostle Paul, Rom. 4, interchanged "forgiving sin" and 
"tmputing righteousness" in the description of justification, but did not present them 
as parts that make up a whole. Romanists, Unitarians, enthusiasts and newer 
theologians have denied that one can speak of an imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ. They want to admit that, according to Scripture, faith is counted as 
righteousness, whereby the Romans understand faith as fides caritate formata, the 
Socinians call obedience to the commandments of Christ faith, and the enthusiasts 
and newer theologians think of faith in so far as faith conveys the indwelling of 
Christ or represents the seed of sanctification. But Scripture does not teach that 
Christ's righteousness is imputed to the sinner in such a way that the sinner is 
righteous before God through Christ's righteousness. That those mentioned here are 
mistaken is clearly shown by scriptural statements such as Romans 5:19: 610 tij¢ 
MAPAKOTIS TOD EVs (but v. 18: dt EVds SuKAMLATOS) SikaLOL KATAOTAINOOVTAL OL 
moAAot. [“By the obedience of One (v. 18: “By the righteousness of One” ) shall 
many be made righteous.” Also 1 Joh. 2:1 the effectiveness of the intercession of 
Christ in the case of the sinning of Christians is justified by the fact that the 
intercession of Jesus Christ is dixatoc "the Righteous ", that is, it is covered by his 
righteousness. — Holtzmann (II, 140) takes a different position. He says: even if the 
imputation of Christ's righteousness is not "directly provable", it is "touched upon" in 
Rom. 5:17-19. But at this point one should keep in mind the parallel between Adam 
and Christ. Just as Adam's sin was passed on by imputation to "the many" in such a 
way that "the many were presented as sinners through Adam's sin" (apapt@aot 
KaTEosatHoav), so too Christ's righteousness passes on by imputation from "the 
many" in such a way that the many are presented as righteous through Christ's 
righteousness (dikatot KataotaOjoovtat [Rom. 5:19 — “be made righteous”]). Thus, 
the imputation of Christ's righteousness is not just "touched upon", but directly stated. 
— As far as the duxatoobvy Yeot, Rom 1:17 etc., are concerned, it is questionable 
whether the expression "the righteousness before God", that is, the righteousness that 
is considered righteousness before God, or "the righteousness of God", that is, the 
righteousness that comes from God and is given by God. The former is the version of 
Luther in translation. With Luther are the recent theologians Fritzsche, K6llner, 
Umbreit, Philippi, I. Wei8, Stéckhardt. They call themselves from Rom. 3:20: 
duca1HbjosetatEveomiov Veov [“justified in His sight”]; Gal. 3:11: ovdeic dukarobtar 
napa tp Ye@ [“Justified in the sight of God (mapa)]; Rom. 2:13: dikaormapa to OE@. 
The latter version is represented by Winer, Meyer and perhaps the majority of the 
modern ones. They refer to Rom. 3:24: ducatobpevor d@pedv tH_avdtov yaputt [“being 
justified freely by His grace”] and especially of Phil. 3:9: tiv_ek Yeob Sukatoobvnv 
(“the righteousness which is of God.”]. However, in the latter passage the ex Seov is 
caused by the contrast pp ex@v Eunv Stkatoovvny [“not having mine own 
righteousness”] as Philippi notes. If one adds 2 Cor. 5:21: tva nusic yevopeda 
ducatoovbvn Osod , one will decide for the version of Luther. The thought: "that we 
might become the righteousness that comes from God" is further away than the 
thought: "that we might become the righteousness that is before God". Linguistically 
or out of context, 
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of sins." !°?° Christ's merit is fully appreciated, namely as a prerequisite for 
the forgiveness of sins. For to the question why God forgives us sin or 
justifies us, the answer of Scripture is: 61 tg GOAVTPMOEWS TIS EV Xploto 
Inoov unb: 6 evdc (namely Christ) ducatmpatos, 516 THs vraKor(s TOV EVOc. 
'521) Hence also the Formula of Concord, where it arranges the terms 
precisely (616, 30) [Trigl. 925, Sol. Decl., III, 30]), says: "In order ... 

that due honor be given to the merit of Christ and the grace of God, the 
Scriptures teach that the righteousness of faith before God consists alone in 
the gracious [gratuitous] reconciliation or the forgiveness of sins, which is 
presented to us out of pure grace, for the sake of the only merit of the 
Mediator, Christ, and is received through faith alone in the promise of the 
Gospel". °°?) The various names of the object of faith need not be misused to 
divide the object in a way that is contrary to Scripture. It is quite clear that 
this is the case: Whatever the object of justifying faith may be called, 
whether Christ (Rom. 3:22) or God (Rom. 4:3) or Christ's righteousness 
(Rom. 6:18; 1 John 2:1) or Christ's blood and death (1 Cor. 2:2; Rom. 6:9) or 
Christ's raising from the dead (Rom. 10:9; 4:24) or Christ's name (1 John 
6:13) or God's testimony 


both versions are possible because of the ambiguity of the Greek genitive. Both 
versions also express scriptural ideas, as is evident from the scriptural passages cited. 
For Luther's version I. Wei8 still refers to the genitives 2 Cor. 1:12, Gal. 6:16, Col. 
2:19. Cf. Holtzmann, II, 140. Any interpretation of dixatoobvn Sov in the direction 
of iustitia inhabitans or infusa is excluded by the added ek niotems sic niotw because 
the ex miotews stands in exclusive opposition to €€ €pywv and only the faith that has 
as its object tov duca1ow ta tov_aceBr, Rom. 4:5. The sic ziotw next to the ex 
mioteas, 1:17, is 3:22 more closely defined by sic mavtac Kai exi Mavtac MAVvTAs TOG 
Mlotevovtac. Since duxatoobvn -YEov includes the fact that it is ex miotews and not & 
épyov, it does not come from the works of the doers (epyaCopévovc), but from the 
believers (motevovtac). 

1520) St. L. XI, 1730. 1731; V, 594; XI, 771. 

1521) Rom. 3:24; 5:18-19. 

1522) The Augsburg Confession, Art IV [Trigl. 45, Art. [V], has the same order 
of terms when it says: "that men cannot be justified before God by their own strength, 
merits, or works, but are freely justified for Christ's sake, through faith, when they 
believe that they are received into favor, and that their sins are forgiven for Christ's 
sake, who, by His death, has made satisfaction for our sins". 
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of his son (1 Joh. 5:10) or the gospel (Rom. 1:16) etc.: it always refers to 
Christ, inasmuch as He has obtained forgiveness of sins through His 
vicarious satisfaction, God, inasmuch as He is gracious to people for Christ's 
sake, the gospel, inasmuch as it is 10 evayyéAtov Tic YapItos Tod Weod [“the 
gospel of the grace of God” (Acts 20:24), tic eiprvng (Eph. 6:15), in short, 
it always refers to the gracious forgiveness of sins for Christ's sake. The 
Augsburg Confession says with regard to the object of faith that true faith 
believes not only "history", that Christ suffered and rose again, but also 
"effectum historiae", the effect or fruit of history, "namely this article: the 
forgiveness of sins”. 7?) And Luther reminds us that we can only pray 
properly for the second article of the Apostles Creed if we add "for me", 
namely: for the forgiveness of sins. After all, the Gospel, Baptism and the 
Lord's Supper are means of grace only in that they offer and give forgiveness 
of sins for Christ's sake primo loco. '>*" It is necessary here to draw attention 
to a deviation from Scripture and confession that is found among some 
Lutheran theologians. While Scripture and Confessions promiscue and 
synonymously use the expressions Christ, Christ's righteousness, Christ's 
obedience, Christ's suffering, Christ's merit, forgiveness, justification, etc. in 
describing the object of justifying faith,**> later theologians in particular 
wanted to distinguish between Christ's merit as the "thing that justifies" 
(bonum iustificum, res iustifica) and justification or forgiveness of sins itself, 


1523) A. C. XX, 45, 23 [Trigl. 55, A. C., Art. XX, 23]: "It is also taught that we 
do not speak here of the faith which even the devils and the ungodly have, who also 
believe in history that Christ suffered and was raised from the dead, but we speak of 
the true faith which believes that through Christ we have grace and forgiveness of 
sins" (Latin text: quae credit etiam effectum historiae, videlicet hunc articulum, 
remissionem peccatorum). 

1524) Smalc. Art. 319, 45. 

1525) Christ's obedience 616, 30 [Trigl. 925, F. C., Sol. Decl., III, 30 ff.], God's 
grace and Christ's merit 618, 38 [929, ibid., 38], God's grace in Christ 619, 41 [929, 
ibid., 41], the grace of God through Christ 105, 100 [151, Apol., Art. IV [II], 100], 
the promised mercy 96, 55-56 [137, ibid., 55 f], the forgiveness of sins 616, 30 [925, 
F. C., Sol. Decl., HI, 30]; 100, 72 [141, Apol., Art. IV [II], 72]; 97, 57 [137, ibid. 
57]; 102, 84 [145, ibid., 84]; 94, 45 [133, ibid., 45]: credit unusquisque sibi remitti 
peccata propter Christum, the forgiveness of sins and justification 102, 84. [145, 


ibid., 84]. 
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and let only Christ or Christ's merit (the bonum iustificum), but not the 
forgiveness of sins or justification itself (ipsam remissionem peccatorum, 
ipsam iustificationem) be the object of faith. © This was the main point 
that Walther had in mind when he spoke of a "clouding" of the doctrine of 
justification among later Lutheran teachers. !°?” If this distinction between 
bonum iustificum and iustificatio were really made, which fortunately does 
not happen consistently, the practical consequence would be that the 
forgiveness of sins or justification could not be believed directly on the basis 
of the promise of grace in the objective means of grace, but could in any case 
only be recognized by a conclusion from the fact of faith or by reflection on 
the existence of faith. '°?8) In other words: When the sinner is struck by the 
law of God, the question: "Does God forgive me my sins?" should not be 
taken out of the forgiveness of sins pronounced in the Gospel, but should 
first be encouraged to self-examine whether he already has faith in the 
"bonum iustificum". Thus faith would come, insofar as it justified not to 
stand on the objective promise of grace in the means of grace but on itself. 
The correct axiom that the fides directa suffices for justification and the fides 
reflexa is not necessary would be abandoned. '*?”) In order to ward off this 
aberration, Walther gave his 


1526) So in some places also Gerhard, L. de iustif., § 179: Non dicimus, 
iustificationem, sed iustitiam Christi per fidem nobis applicari. And before: In 
propriis locutionibus non dicimus, iustificationem apprehendi per fidem, sed dicimus, 
Christum et in Christo Dei misericordiam, remissionem peccatorum, iustitiam et 
vitam aeternam apprehendi per fidem et hoc modo fieri iustificationem. [See English 
ed. II, p. 540, n. 71: “We do not say that justification, but Christ’s righteousness is 
applied by faith to us.” And: “Strictly speaking, we do not say that justification is to 
be apprehended by faith, but we say that Christ, and in Christ God’s compassion, 
remission of sins, righteousness and life eternal are to be apprehended by faith and 
that thus justification takes place.” ] 

1527) L. u. W. 1876, p. 193 ff. [Full German text here] 

1528) Hénecke also drew attention to this point (Dogmatik II, 404): “One must 
very carefully distinguish the question of the certainty of the truth and reality of our 
faith from the question of the certainty of the justification by faith; for as soon as one 
entered the first question one would enter the subjective field, the nature, 
constitution, etc. of true faith, and thus justification would become uncertain, because 
nothing of our own, nothing subjective, can constitute our righteousness before 
God.”. 

1529) 
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edition of Baier's Compendium, under the Locus de iustificatione, a long 
series of quotations referring to the means of grace as causa media of 
justification on the part of God and to the "general justification that has 
already taken place" as the basis of justification by faith. °° Against the 
theologians, who do not let the objective justification be the object of 
justifying faith, is directed the quote by Carpzov (Baier HI, 286), in which 
Carpzov shows that not the forgiveness of sins appropriated by faith, but the 
objective forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ and offered for appropriation 
in the means of grace is the object of faith, insofar as it justifies. 1°) 


without being able to convict and reject him, the pastor must not try to help his 
conscience by adding all kinds of conditions or warnings and threats to the formula of 
absolution.” Christian Chemnitz rightly wrote against Paul Tarnov, who had 
advocated the conditional absolution formula, that then baptism and the Lord's 
Supper would also have to be granted conditionally and the certainty of the 
forgiveness of sins would be based on the repentance and faith of the confessor 
instead of on the objective promise of grace for the sake of Christ's merit. Cf. L. u. W. 
1876, p. 193 ff.: "Is absolution to be spoken categorically or hypothetically?” 


1531) Carpzov (U/sagoge in libr. symb., p. 208 sq.; in Baier II, 285): "The 
forgiveness of sins is considered in two ways: first, as it is acquired by Christ and 
offered in word and sacrament as a good promised by God and intended for sinners to 
seek and have (quaerendum et habendum offertur), but then, as it [the forgiveness of 
sins] is already accepted (accepta) and is appropriated and possessed by faith. ... In 
the former relationship, the forgiveness of sins is the object of justifying faith in so 
far as it justifies (quatenus iustificat), and it seizes that forgiveness as a benefit 
acquired by Christ and offered to us in the Gospel as a good destined for our 
salvation. In the latter respect, the forgiveness of sins is also the object of justifying 
faith, not in so far as it justifies, but in so far as it deals with and delights in a good 
object, the forgiveness of sins already received, and enjoys it. If therefore in the 4th 
article of the Augsburg Confession and in the Apology the forgiveness of sins is 
more often stated as 
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8. Justification by works * 

Scripture also teaches a justification from works. This is the justification 
that happens and is to happen before men. The justification before God 
(evam.ov Sov) happens in every case (1400 oGp&) without the works of the 
law, through faith (Rom. 3:20, 28) and does not fall under human 
observation, because we humans cannot see faith in our hearts. Therefore, it 
is God's will and order that we human beings judge the justification or the 
state of grace of other people according to the works or the perceptible fruits 
of faith. The Apology says (113, 35 [Zrigl. 164, Apol., Il, 35 German text]): 
"Faith in the heart of others cannot be shown or indicated except by the 
fruits, which show faith in the heart before men.” Thus Christ speaks to the 
sinner in relation to their justification before God (Luther: interna remissio), 
Luke 7:50: "Your faith has helped you; go in peace. But to the Pharisee 
Simon, Christ proves the justification of the woman by the works of the 
woman: "Her many sins are forgiven, for she has loved much. Luther points 
out in his Disputation on Luke 7:47 '5*”) that the same order still applies and 
must apply in the Christian Church [Sr L. VII: 1460]: "In the same way, 
sinners are publicly (publice) absolved in the Church if they prove the 
righteous fruits of repentance. For those cannot be publicly absolved who 
apparently persist in sins 


the object of the justifying faith, in so far as it justifies, it is not considered in the 
latter, but in the former relationship. This is clearly expressed by the Apology when it 
says that "the object of justifying faith is the promised mercy", "the forgiveness of 
sins is something promised for Christ's sake". With this emphasis on objective 
justification as the object of justifying faith, Carpzov at the same time refutes an 
objection of the Romanists. They find a contradiction in the fact that, according to 
Lutheran teaching, justification is both an object of faith and is carried out through 
faith. But there is so little contradiction between these two facts that they rather 
demand each other. Because justification or forgiveness of sins is the object of faith 
acquired by Christ and offered in the Gospel, therefore the justification or forgiveness 
of sins takes place through faith and through nothing other than faith, as the Lutheran 
Confessions repeatedly emphasize (102, 84; 616, 30, etc. [Trigl. 145, Apol., Art. [V 
[1], 84; 925, F.C., Sol. Decl., HI, 30]). 

1532) Opp. v. IV, 398 sqq. St. L. VIL 1456 ff. 
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and do not show that they have repented." The Christian community must 
adhere to this order with great seriousness. It must reject the vocation from 
the faith of the heart in the face of the evident absence of Christian works 
and insist on justification through the works. To the extent that the Christian 
congregation fails to press its members for justification through the works, it 
is torn apart by lack of discipline and ceases to be a light of the world and 
salt of the earth to those around it. Justification from works is taught 
throughout Scripture. Joh. 13:35: “By this shall all men know that ye are My 
disciples if ye have love one to another.”; Matt. 12:37: "By your words you 
will be justified, and by your words you will be condemned. '*?*) But not 
only other people, but also the individual Christians themselves should be 
able to read a justification judgment from their works. This is expressed in 
scriptural statements such as the following: 1 John 3:14: "We know that we 
have come from death into life, because we love our brethren"; 1 John 2:3-4: 
"By this we know (ytv@o«opev) that we have known him (éyv@Kapev), if we 
keep his commandments. Whoever says, "I have known him, and does not 
keep his commandments is a liar, and the truth is not in him"; 2 Peter 1:10: 
"Give diligence to make your calling and election sure"; Matt. 6:14: " If ye 
forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you.” 
The Apology speaks of this (136, 154 f. [Zrig/. 199, Apol., Art. I, 154]) 
with reference to the last quoted passage:. Christus saepe '™ annectit 
promissionem remissionis peccatorum bonis operibus, non quod velit bona 
opera propitiationem esse, sequuntur enim reconciliationem, sed propter 
duas causas. Altera est, quia necessario sequi debent boni fructus. Monet 
igitur, hypocrisin et fictam poenitentiam esse, si non sequantur boni fructus. 
Altera causa est, quia nobis opus est habere externa signa tantae 
promissionis, quia conscientia pavida multiplici consolatione opus habet. Tit 
igitur baptismus, ut coena Domini sunt signa, quae subinde admonent, 
erigunt et confirmant pavidas mentes, ut credant firmius remitti peccata: ita 


1533) Calov: E sermonibus, qualis fides et pietas in pectore lateat, nec non 
incredulitas et impietas iudicium ferri potest et feretur, sive absolutorium, sive 
condemnatorium. Quid enim aliud sermones sancti quam fides sonans? (“From the 
speech we can and do judge whether faith and piety or unbelief and impiety dwell in 
the heart. For in holy speech we hear the loud voice of faith.” 

1534) Also the Beatitudes belong to this chapter, Matt. 5:1-12. 
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scripta et picta est eadem promissio in bonis operibus, ut haec opera 
admoneant nos, ut firmius credamus. [Google] We recall here what was 
said earlier about the double witness of the Holy Spirit. °3> 

is present then and in that 
the Holy Spirit works faith in the objective grace present through Christ and 
offered in the Gospel (grace = favor Dei propter Christum, "God's grace or 
favor" for the sake of Christ). The external testimony (testimonium externum 
sive indirectum) is present then and in that the Holy Spirit brings forth in us 
and from us the fruits of faith: love for God and his Word, love for neighbor, 
patience, humility, etc. (Grace = gratia infusa). This outward testimony of 
the Holy Spirit in good works to our state of grace or our justification is very 
much appreciated, as the Apology recalls in the words cited. '*°° But since it 
is not far from good works that they are filled with sin because of the 
ebmepiotatov Guaptiav [“the sin, which doth so easily beset us”] (Heb 
12:1)—for "if we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is 
not in us"—it is precisely by looking at our justification from the works that 
we are led to continually withdraw to the justification before God, which 
happens without works. Justification by faith and justification by works must 
be clearly distinguished. Whoever mixes justification from works with 
justification before God loses justification before God (Gal. 5:4) and reaps 
the curse (Gal. 3:10); for we know (sidd6téc), says the apostle, that man is not 
justified by works of the law, but (€&v pn) by faith in Jesus Christ (Gal. 
2:16). — In terms of terminology, Luther distinguishes "two kinds" of 
forgiveness of sins or justification, the "internal" and the "external". The 
"inside" is done through the promise of grace of the Gospel and the faith that 
takes the promise of grace. The 


1535) p. 534 f. 

1536) Luther, Opp. v. a. IV, 402: Est autem publica absolutio (the justification 
from works and before men] res magni momenti et mirabiliter fidem roborat et 
consolatur. [“Public absolution [the justification from works and before men] is a 
matter of great importance and wonderfully strengthens and comforts faith.”] Luther 
powerfully explains how the individual Christian works become an absolution or 
justification for the Christian, StL. VII, 514 f. 


657 > Justification through faith. [English edition ~ 543-544] 


is the justification before God. The external justification happens through the 
good works of Christians, which as a consequence and fruit of the internal 
justification fall under human perception, thus revealing the internal 
justification. This is the justification before men. Luther writes (VII, 511) on 
Matt. 6:14: "But how does Christ put forgiveness on our work with these 
words and says: If you forgive your neighbor, you shall be forgiven? This 
does not mean that forgiveness is based on faith! Answer: The forgiveness of 
sin, as I have often said, is twofold: first, through the gospel and the Word of 
God, which is received within the heart before God through faith; and 
second, outwardly, through works, of which 2 Peter | says, teaching of good 
works: ‘Brethren, give diligence to make your calling and election sure’. 
Then he wills that we should make such things certain, that we have faith 
and forgiveness of sin: that is, that we should prove the works, that the tree is 
felt by the fruit, and that it is manifest that it is a good tree, and not a corrupt 
tree. For where there is a right faith, there surely follow good works. Thus a 
man is both by heart and within pious and righteous, both before God and 
men. For this is the consequence and fruit, that | may make myself and 
others certain that I believe rightly." 

But is it not difficult to find one's way around Scripture, when in a 
number of passages it so resolutely excludes works from justification and 
then again in many places teaches justification from the works? Not at all. 
Rather, it is the case that Scripture, together with justification from works, 
teaches and confirms justification by faith alone. For if we take a closer look 
at the works on the basis of which justification is pronounced, we can see 
that they are works that flow from faith or have faith as their precondition. 
They are thanksgiving sacrifices for the forgiveness of sins already received 
through faith. In other words, they are the works of those who have already 
been justified before God by faith alone. Wherever there is talk of 
justification from the works, therefore, the "mere work" or the opus 
externum is never taught and "of faith being forgotten", but on the contrary 
always the 
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faith is always taught as that by which alone we are justified before God. !°3” 
We must therefore also not admit that there is any contradiction and that it 
would be possible to reconcile it if, on the one hand, Scripture ascribes 
justification to faith, to the complete exclusion of works, and, on the other 
hand, justification is also attached to works. On the contrary, as has already 
been said, justification from works, in the sense of Scripture, always leads to 
justification, and sharpens the justification that occurs without works. For as 
soon as a person looks around for the works on which Scripture bases the 
judgment of justification, he will realize that these are works that only the 
iustificatus fide sine operibus [justified by faith without works”] can do. 
1538) One understands, therefore, how Luther could say of those people who 
stubbornly (pertinaciter) opposed the justification by faith Luke 7:47 ("Her 
many sins are forgiven, for she has loved much"): "They are to be avoided as 
people of broken senses. '**°) Here belongs 


1537) Apology 149, 251 [Trigl. 221, Art. III, 25 1]: "Therefore, if the text says 
that eternal life is given to those who have done good, it indicates that it is given to 
those who have been found righteous through faith in Christ. Luther, VU, 513: "But it 
is also true that this work, as he calls it here" (namely, forgiving one's neighbor) "is 
not a mere work like others, if we do it ourselves; for it is not forgotten even by faith. 

1538) Apology 120, 67 [Trig]. 173, Art. III, 64]: "This few solutio dissolves all 
sayings that are drawn against us, namely, that the law cannot be done right without 
Christ"; 115, 38 [167, ibid., 38]: "Before we fulfill a title in the law, there must first be 
faith in Christ, through which we are reconciled to God and first obtain forgiveness of 
sins"; 107, 110 [153, Art. TV [II], 110]: Non diligimus nisi certo statuant corda, quod 
donata sit nobis remissio peccatorum. 


1539) Opp. v. a. IV, 402; St. L. VII, 1461; Luther, IX, 353 f.: "The adversaries 


can certainly shout, Scripture often speaks of doing and working; but we respond 
constantly, it speaks of believing action. uses LE LS 
ee ae. but if one has the right opinion and knowledge of God, as it 
were aright reason, the work also comes into being (incarnatur) and is incorporated 
into faith; so that everything that is added to faith can then also be added to works, 
but only for the sake of faith. It is therefore very useful that those who study theology 
learn to distinguish between right action and hypocritical action, moral and 
theological. For those who do so will easily be able to explain all the passages that 
seem to judge the righteousness of works. Cf. also the whole exposition of the 


Apology 
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what Luther says about the fides abstracta seu absoluta and the fides 
concreta, composita seu incarnata, '* 


9. The doctrine of justification and the distinction of law and gospel. “ 
The Christian doctrine of justification coincides factually with the 
separation of Law and Gospel. In Christian doctrine, we teach about 


justification only when we teach it only from the Gospel and exclude the law 
from obtaining justification 
. This exclusion of the law 


from justification is demanded by Scripture. Righteousness before God, the 
dtkatoavn YEov, is "without law," yopic vouov, revealed as a righteousness 
"through faith in Jesus Christ" in the New Testament and testified to in the 
Old Testament 


(131, 133 ff. [Trigl. 193, Art. III, 133 ff.]) on the scriptural passages which, because 
they deal with works, were invoked by the Papists against justification by faith. Here 
it is also explained that James [James] "speaks of works which follow faith". James 
"scolded a number of lazy Christians who had become all too sure, thinking they had 
faith when they were without faith. (p. 129, 123 ff. [Zrigl. 189, Apol., Art. III, 123]) 

1540) Ad Gal. I, 381 sq.; St. L. 1X, 349 ff.: "We tend to distinguish faith also in 
this way, that faith is sometimes taken without works, sometimes with works. For just 
as a craftsman speaks of his material in various ways, and the gardener speaks of a 
tree, sometimes as the same is without fruit (nuda), sometimes as it bears fruit, so too 
the Holy Spirit speaks in Scripture of faith in various ways, sometimes (if I say so) by 
faith in and for oneself or without relation to other things (de fide abstracta vel 
absoluta), sometimes by faith as it appears, connected with other things or made flesh 
(de fide concreta, composita seu incarnata). Faith is in and for itself or without 
reference to other things, when Scripture speaks in and for itself (absolute) of 
justification or of the righteous, as can be seen in the Epistle to the Romans and to the 
Galatians... But when Scripture speaks of rewards and works, it speaks of faith as it is 
connected with other things, appearing or becoming flesh. We will cite several 
examples of this faith as Gal. 5:6: ‘Faith which worketh by love.’ In these and similar 
passages, where the act is mentioned, Scripture always speaks of the act of faith. ... 
Everything that is added to the works is added to faith. 
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(Rom. 3:21-22). And so it also takes place in every single case in which a 
person is justified before God at all, "without works of the law", ywpic épywv 
vouov, through faith (Rom. 3:28). A person either becomes righteous before 
God without the law, or he does not become righteous at all. It is true that 
justification is preceded by the effect of the law. Through the law comes the 
knowledge of sin (Rom. 3:20), the terrores conscientiae, which are a 
necessary preparation (praeparatio) for the effect of the gospel. This must be 
held against Antinomianism. But the forgiveness of sins or justification 
comes only from the gospel, and therefore can only be taught from the 
gospel. And the exclusion of the law must be a "pure" or complete one. Nor 
should a minimum of legal requirement be mixed into justification. Gal. 5:9: 
"A little leaven (tukpé Cbun) leaventeh the whole lump." 4) We are 
reminded here again of the word of Luther when he says that the forgiveness 
of sins must not be made dependent on one Our Father (Lord’s Prayer) 
either. This would mean that the forgiveness of sins would be transferred to 
the realm of the law and would become completely uncertain, because no 
Christian can pray a completely faithful Lord's Prayer because of the flesh 
still attached to him. *”) The Apology, in expounding the doctrine of 
justification, points out from the outset that the Christian character of this 
doctrine rests on the sharp distinction of law and gospel, and that the 
"adversarii" (the Papists) therefore do it so crudely in the chief article of the 
Christian religion, reviling Christ's perfect 


1541) Here in reference to the doctrine of justification, 1 Cor. 5:6 said of life. 
Cf. Luther z. St., St. L. IX, 642 ff. 

1542) Luther, StL. VIII, 749 f.: "I must give an example, as one reads about St. 
Bernard, who had tried such things and complained to a friend that he was so angry 
about praying right, and one Our Father could not be prayed without strange 
thoughts. This took away his great wonder, he thought that it was not art or work. St. 
Bernard wagered a stallion that he could not do it. The friend took the bet, confident 
of success, and began to pray: "Our Father", etc. But before he comes over the first 
petition, he remembers where he got the horse, whether he would need a saddle and 
bridle for it. In short, he comes so far with thoughts that he soon has to give up and 
let St. Bernard win. Summa, if you can say one Our Father without some other 
thoughts, I will take you for a master. I cannot; yes, I will be glad if thoughts come to 
my mind that they fall back to the way they came.” 
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merit and corrupting consciences in desolation, because they teach 
justification from the law instead of from the gospel or promise alone. 
The Council of Trent pronounces the curse on all who do not put the law into 
the Gospel. 6 

The interference of the law in justification takes many forms. It occurs 
in the following cases: 
1. if probitas naturalis or anything that natural man is capable of doing is 
made the cause or contributory cause or "explanatory reason" for the 
attainment of grace; !>*>) 
2. if justifying faith is either itself understood as virtue, moral act, self- 
determination, right conduct, etc.,“® or justification is attributed to it, 
inasmuch as it is the beginning, the seed, the source of sanctification and 
good works; !**” 3. if faith in justification is understood as a work required 
by the law, such as love, obedience, chastity, etc. !°4°) 4. the law, as Luther 
reminds us, 


1543) 


1543) Apology 87, 5 [Trigl. 121, 5]; 106, 102 [151, ibid., 102] 115, 38 [167, 
Art. IIT, 38]; 119, 62 [Trigl. 173, Art. I, 62]; 120, 67 (173, ibid., 67]; 126, 108— p. 
119, 62 it says of the distinction between law and gospel that it is the foundation of 
the Christian doctrine of the establishment of righteousness and at the same time the 
means to easily refute those who oppose it. pp. 126, 108 [Zrig/. 182, Art. III, 108. 
German text.]: "The adversaries therefore teach of love, that they reconcile us to God, 
for they know nothing of the Gospel, but look only at the Law, wanting to have a 
merciful God for their own holiness, not out of mercy for Christ. So are found among 
them only teachers of the law and not teachers of the Gospel. 

1544) Council of Trent., sess. 6, can. 20: He who keeps this, quasi evangelium 
sit nuda et absoluta promissio vitae aeternae sine conditione observationis 
mandatorum: anathema sit. [“as if the Gospel were a bare and absolute promise of 
eternal life without the condition of observing the commandments, let him be 
anathema” | 

1545) Smalc, Art. 311, 5-11: [Zrigl. 481, Pt. II, Art. II, 10]: "If a man does 
what is good in him, God certainly gives him his grace. So all Pelagians, 
Semipelagians, Synergists. Man can decide for or against heaven according to the 
freedom left to him by grace. Dieckhoff. 

1546) Apol. 96, 56 [Trigl. 137, Art. IV [II], 56]; 103, 86 [147, ibid., 86]; 
Concord. 612, 12. [Formula of Concord, Trig/. 919, Sol. Decl., I, 12]. 

1547) Concord 612, 49 [Trigl. 933, Sol. Decl., IV, 49]: Fidem iustificare 
initialiter vel partialiter vel principaliter et novitatem vel caritatem nostram 
iustificare etiam coram Deoam vel completive, vel minus principaliter. In more 
detail, this view of faith is rejected in Justification Apol. 99, 71 [Trigl. 141, Art. IV 

TI], 71]. 

1548) In response to a question from Melanchthon as to whether this view of 
faith could be allowed to pass in the justification that is the view of Sadoletus, Luther 
replies that Sadoletus does not understand the whole thing. E. A. 58, 353 
f.: Imaginatio Sadoleti fortassis haec est, quod fides sit opus 
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also includes all warnings against self-deception and carnal security, 1 Cor. 
10:12: "He who thinks he stands may well see that he does not fall"; 2 Cor. 
13:5: "Examine yourselves, whether ye be in the faith; prove your own 
selves.” Such warnings are also to be reproached to Christians, inasmuch as 
they are surely in the flesh. But they do not belong in justification, when a 
frightened sinner, such as the jailer of Philippi (Acts 16:30), has to answer 
the question: "What must I do to be saved? Here the answer is to be given 
from the Gospel alone: "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ" and the Law is not 
to be mentioned, because justification is completely independent of the Law. 
1549) 5. Likewise, very often an interference of the law in justification is 
hidden under the saying that justification is conditioned by faith. We must 
not forget that the word "condition" is ambiguous. There are, as Luther 
reminds us, legal and evangelical conditions which are equal in form, but 
totally opposed in content. We used to say: "In describing God's will of the 
law by saying, If you keep the law, you will be saved’, this expresses 'if' as 
an achievement; but in describing God's will of grace by saying, 'If you 
believe the Gospel, you will be saved’, 'if' refers only to the way or means of 
acquiring grace, never to an achievement on the part of man, because the 
Scriptures do not support faith in the acquisition of grace. (Rom. 3:28; Gal. 
2:16, °° All synergists invert the evangelical conditional clauses into legal 
conditional clauses. 


exactum lege divina, sicut et caritas, obedientia, castitas etc. Ergo qui credit, 
implevit unam vel primam partem legis et sic habet principium iustificationis seu 
iustitiae. Sed principio habito requiruntur et alia praecepta opera post fidem. Hic 
vides, Sadoletum nihil intelligere de ista causa. ... At nos dicimus fidem esse opus 
promissionis seu donum Spiritus Sancti, quod quidem ad legem faciendam 
necessarium est. Sed per legem et opera non impetratur. [Google 

1549) Luther, E. A. 58, 354: Istae phrases legales non pertinent huc. .. Sed hoc 
("si vis fidelis esse oportet ut opereris") dicitur contra fucatam fidem. [“Those legal 
phrases do not apply here. . . But this ("if you want to be faithful you must work") is 
said against false faith.””] 

1550) Cf. the detailed presentation on p. 36 f. under "Terminology in relation to 
God's will of grace" and footnotes 96, 97 the quotations from Luther, Heerbrand, Seb. 
Schmidt, Gerhard. The latter explains the ambiguity of the conditional clauses. 


663 > Justification through faith. /English ed. ~ 548-549] 


10. The Certainty of Justification. * 

Because justification is carried out by faith in the gospel, namely by the 
faith that God himself works through the gospel,!°>” believers are also 
certain of their justification. Faith itself is this certainty, because faith and 
doubt are mutually exclusive opposites. !°>?) That the faithful are certain of 
their justification is, according to Scripture, a matter of course. Scripture 
testifies both that this certainty is intended by the peculiar divine method of 
justification, !°>*”) and that this certainty is actually found among the faithful. 
'554) The doubts that still continually arise in Christians do not contradict the 
certainty, because these doubts originate in the flesh of Christians 


1551) Rom. 10, 17; 1 Cor. 2:3-5. 

1552) Rom. 4:20: Etc de thy émayyediav tov Seov ov dtekpi9y (doubted, not 
wavering) Tr amtotia, GAA' évedvvapaSn ty aiotEL. . . TAnpo@oproete (fully 
convinced) dt1 6 émjyyeAtat, Svvatds Eotwv Kat Zoujoat . Doubt belongs in the 
territory of amtotia and is the opposite of miotic. Cf. Luther's classical description of 
faith on the side of certainty in his interpretation of the last words of David, 2 Sam. 
23:1, St. L. I, 1886, following the words apa [HEBREW] and vadotaotc: "Faith is 
and should also be a steadfast of heart, which does not waver, wobble, tremble, falter, 
nor doubt, but stands firm and is certain of its cause" etc. (Apol. 95, 48.) Chemnitz, 
Loci, L. de iustif., about the quality of the justifying faith, p. m... 275. 

1553) Rom. 4:16: 614 tovto ék miotews KtA Apology 102, 84. 

1554) Rom. 5:1-2, 9. The elevation of the expression to denote Total Certainty: 
Rom. 8:31-39. v. 33: Tic éyKaAéoet katd exrEKtov YEeov; Yedc 6 Sikar@v. Chemnitz 
on v. 38. 39 (németopiat) against Pighius (Paul is talking here only for his own person) 
and against Andradius (Paul is talking here only about probability), Examen, De fide, 
p. 169: Variis artificiis locum Rom. 8 ludificare conantur Pontificii. Pighius dicit, 
Paulum ibi tantum de suae salutis certitudine, quam ex peculiari revelatione 
habuerit, loqui, non vero affirmare, omnem Christi fidelem eiusmodi certitudinem 
habere. Sed hoc manifeste falsum est. Paulus enim in tota illa sententia in plurali 
loquitur et fundamenta illius certitudinis ponit: Christus mortuus est, imo sedet ad 
dextram Dei interpellans pro nobis. Andradius igitur videns, has'ludificationes non 
posse consistere, dicit, verbum néneiopar significare non certain fiduciam, sed 
verisimilem existimationem. . . . Illud vero totus contextus non clamat: Si Deus pro 
nobis, quis contra nos? Quomodo non omnia cum Filio nobis donaret? Quis 
accusabit, quis condemnabit? Deus iustificat, Christus mortuus est. ... Et post haec 
sequitur verbum néneiopat. Manifestum autem est, eum cum ratione, quod dicitur, 
insanire, qui totam illam orationem de dubitatione conaretur explicare. [Google 
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and therefore, like all the business of the flesh, are not to be praised as 
virtues, but to be fought and punished as sins. '°°>) Also the admonitions of 
Scripture not to be proud but to be afraid,!>° are not directed against the 
certainty of faith that trusts in God's promise of grace, but against the 
security of the flesh. '*°’) — Rome, in the interest of its doctrine of works 
and its dominion over souls,'*®) declares the certainty of justification 
impossible,'*>) puts the curse on it,!°° and Rome's theologians incidentally 
engage in sophistry to cover up the doctrine of doubt with the word 
"certainty". !°° The Lutheran Church teaches with the greatest 
determination the certainty of grace and salvation °°”, exposing the 
fundamental errors 


1555) 1 Joh. 5:10: O pn aiotevov te b b-E@ (namely the testimony of God that 
He gave us life in His Son), yebotnv nmexoinkevavtov. [“He that believeth not God 
hath made Him a liar.”] Chemnitz, Examen, De fide, p. 168: Hanc dubitationem 
numerant (the Papists) non inter infirmitates et maculas camis, sed inter virtutes 
fidei, ut nisi dubitatio adsit, ornet et commendet fidem, sit inanis haereticorum 
fiducia, non fides justificans. — Apology 113, 28 [Trigl. 163, Art. III, 28]: Si quis 
dubitat, utrum remittantur sibi peccata, contumelia afficit Christum, cum peccatum 
suum iudicat maius aut efficacius esse quam mortem et promissionem Christi, quum 
Paulus dicat Rom. 5, gratiam exuberare supra peccatum, hoc est, misericordiam 
ampliorem esse quaip peccatum. [Google] 

1556) 1 Cor. 10:12; Rom. 11:20. 

1557) Luther: Dicitur contra fucatam fidem. ... Phrases legales non pertinent 
huc. [“This is said against a sham faith. These legal phrases do not belong here.”’] 
Footnote 1549. 

1558) Chemnitz, Loci, L. de iustif,, p. m. 274: Dimicant Pontificii tam acriter 
pro hoc dogmate (dubitationis), quia totam nundinationem negotiationis Pontificiae 
vident hoc fundamento niti. Conscientia enim quaerens certam consolationem, 
quando audit ipsam fidem, quando Christum in promissione apprehendit, debere 
dubitare, cumulat sine fine quaecunque opera. . .. Hinc peregrinationes, 
invocationes sanctorum, opera supererogationis, nundinatio Missarum, indulgentiae. 
... Et cum in agone in illis omnibus conscientia non inveniat firmam consolationem, 
excogitatum est purgatorium et proposita sunt suffragia post mortem. [Google] 

1559) Council of Trent, sess. 6, can. 9. Footnote 1126. 

1560) Council of Trent, sess. 6, can. 13, 16. 

1561) Bellarmin speaks of a "presumed certainty" (certitudo coniecturalis)! 
Against him Quenstedt II, 823. The dispute at the Council of Trent over certainty 
naturally ended with a victory of uncertainty. Cf. Quenstedt II, 818. dispute between 
Dominic de Soto and Catharinus RE. 2 XIV, 448; Gieseler III, 1, p. 514. 

1562) Formula of Concord 528, 9 [Trig/. 793, Epit., I, 9]; Footnote 1127; 
Luther's characteristic of the enormity of the Roman assertion that a Christian cannot 
and should not be certain of the grace of God (monstrum incertitudinis), Footnote 
1128, 
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that underlie the doctrine of doubt. These errors are: 1. the denial of the 
objective reconciliation, that is, of the perfect reconciling sacrifice of Christ, 
whereby the whole human world is already completely reconciled with God; 
1563) 2. the contempt of the objective means of grace (Gospel, baptism, Lord's 
Supper), whereby the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ is offered for 
appropriation by faith; °° 3. the reinterpretation of faith into human self- 
determination, self-setting, self-decision, right conduct, etc, instead of letting 
it be the word of consent to the gospel (Apol. 108, 113 [Zrigl. 155, Apol., 
Art. IV [II], 113]) worked by God in the heart. Consequently, all so-called 
Protestants, who deny the satisfactio vicaria, accept the spiritual effects or 
effects of "the person of Christ" outside and beside the means of grace, and 
present semi-pelagianism and synergism with regard to the origin of faith, 
teach doubt instead of certainty. °°) Endangered 


1563) Luther on Gal. 4:6, St. L. IX, 508: "The pope commands that one should 
not look at God who makes the promise, not at Christ the high priest, but at our 
works and merits. Doubt and despair follow by necessity." Chemnitz, Examen, De 
iustif., p. 146: Qui vult remissionem peccatorum accipere, debet iuxta Concilii Trid. 
sententiam interponere peccata sua et offensam Dei, non satisfactionem Christi, sed 
inhaerentem suam caritatem. [“He who wishes to receive the remission of sins, must, 
according to the Council Trent place between his sins and the offense against God, 
not the satisfaction of Christ, but his inherent charity or love.”] Apology 107, 110 
[Trigl. 155, 110]: "If faith obtains forgiveness of sin for love's sake, the forgiveness 
of sin will always be uncertain. For we never love God as fully as we should." 

1564) Luther, [X, 509: "This is the cause that our theology is certain, for it leads 
us not to look at ourselves, but to base ourselves on what is outside us (extra nos), 
that we not build on our powers, conscience, feeling, person and works, but to rely on 
what is outside us, that is, on the promise and truth of God, which cannot be lacking. 
XI, 1735 f.: "In ancient times many heretics and many other erroneous spirits thought 
that God should do something special with them and act with each of them through a 
special light and secret revelation within their hearts... . Therefore we are to know 
that God has so ordered that no one should come to the knowledge of Christ, nor 
receive forgiveness through him, nor receive the Holy Spirit without external public 
means, but has put such treasure into the oral word and preaching”. Si. L. XIII, 2438: 
"You must be certain that your sins are truly and surely forgiven through the outward 
word; for your baptism and the word will not lie to you. 

1565) The "self-determination" etc. is a human imagination and so is the 
certainty based on it. 


666 > Justification through faith. [English edition ~ 551-552] 


is the certainty of grace also made possible by the erroneous distinction 
between bonum iustificum and iustificatio ipsa, from which it follows that it 
is not the forgiveness of sins, in so far as it is acquired by Christ and offered 
for acceptance in the means of grace, but faith itself that is made the object 
of faith. °° 

Also with the question about the certainty of justification the 
simultaneity of faith and justification must again be remembered: “Faith 
reconciles and justifies before God the moment we apprehend the promise 
by faith.” !°°” Objective justification precedes faith, because it is the object 
of faith and generates faith through its proclamation (Rom 10:17). On the 
other hand, it is quite clear that subjective justification is neither earlier nor 
later in time than faith. The assumption of a temporal prius or postrius would 
cancel this "by faith" (ziotet) and thus also the certainty of justification. 


1566) Against this reversal of the object of faith, gua iustificat, Carpzov, 
Tsagoge, p. 208 sq. note. 1531; further Christian Chemnitz, Brevis instructio futuri 
ministri ecclesiae, 1660, p. 286 sqq., against Paul Tarnov, who would have 
absolution pronounced only conditionally: "So it is obvious that Tarnov's opinion, 
according to which he teaches that the form and manner of absolution must always be 
conditional, cannot be endorsed, but that it must be categorical or at least a 
fundamental one. For otherwise: 1. baptism and the Lord's Supper would also have to 
be granted conditionally to adults; 2. this would jeopardize to some extent the 
certainty of absolution and forgiveness of sins, which does not depend both on the 
contrition and faith of the recipient or confessor and on the promised and offering 
God. (Quoted in L. u. W. 1876, p. 195 ff.) Because Andreas Osiander had the same 
error as Tarnov, Luther, in his letter to Link (Oct. 8, 1533; St. L. XXIb, 1853 f.) on 
Osiander, judged: "I would not have believed that that man was so far removed from 
our pure teaching. Hence Luther's warning in the Large Catechism, 494, 56, not to 
make faith the foundation of faith. Calov, Rom. 4:16: Promissa sunt causa fidei, quae 
est ex auditu et annunciatione verbi, non vero fides est causa promissionum 
divinarum. [The promises are the cause of faith, which is from the hearing and 
proclamation of the word, but faith is not the cause of the divine promises.”] 

1567) Apol. 144; [Trigl. 213] 105, 97 [Trigl. 149, Art. IV [I], 97]; 103, 87 [147, 
ibid., 8]. Baier also says III, 246 still correctly: Posita tide statim iustificatur homo, 
ita ut tempore simul sint actus, quo homini confertur tides, et actus, quo homo 
iustificatur. 
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The Papal Church and the doctrine of justification. * 

Other fellowships also deny the Christian teaching on justification. This 
is done by all Unitarian associations because they deny the divinity of Christ 
and the vicarious satisfaction of Christ. This is also true of all Protestant 
fellowships, which add moral renewal and works to justification. 


, and its entire ecclesiastical 
machinery is set up to set and maintain the course of pagan works in place of 
the Christian doctrine of justification. !°°®) This fact, together with the further 
fact that the Papal Church conducts its business under the outward 


. While the 
Apostle Paul, through whom Christ speaks, °° speaks the curse on all 
teachers who falsify the Gospel of Christ through the doctrine of works, 
the Papal Church, in its official confession, curses all teachers who do not 
put works into justification. °7) Because it is now certain that the 


1570) 


1568) Cf. the presentation of the Roman doctrine given above in the context of 
p. 647, where we add some curse decrees of the Council of Trent after the translation 
by Smets. Sess. 6, canon 9: "If anyone says that the wicked man is justified by faith 
alone, so that he wishes to make it understood that nothing else is required to obtain 
the grace of justification... he is under a spell." Canon 11: "If any man says that men 
shall be justified only by the righteousness of Christ, or by the forgiveness of sins 
only, to the exclusion of the grace and love which is poured out in their hearts by the 
Holy Spirit and is in them, or that the grace by which we are justified is but a favour 
of God, he is under a spell". Canon 12: "If anyone says that justifying faith is nothing 
but a trust in the divine mercy which for Christ's sake diminishes sins, or that this 
trust alone is what justifies us, he is under a spell. Canon 20 condemns that "the 
Gospel is but a mere and unconditional promise of eternal life, without the condition 
of keeping the commandments of God". 

1569) 2 Cor. 13:3; 1 Cor. 14:37. 1570) Gal. 1:8-9; 5:12. 

1571) Council of Trent., sess. 6, can. 11: Si quis dixerit, homines iustificari vel 
sola imputatione iustitiae Christi, vel sola peccatorum remissione, exclusa gra- 
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Christian church has life and existence solely from the Christian doctrine of 


the establishment of law and through it,'*”” 
. Christians are 


officially excluded from the Papal Church. That there are nevertheless 
Christians under the Papacy comes from the fact that souls struck by the law 
somehow become acquainted with the Gospel and, despite the Pope's 
prohibition and curse, through the action of the Holy Spirit, trust in Christ as 
the only one who is free from sin. °°” 

Luther writes (XII, 495 f.) about the contrast between the Papal Church 
and the Christian Church: “From this you can see how the whole Papacy 
with all its adherents is now raging and storming, and how they are to be 
regarded who will not hear and endure this article” (of the forgiveness of 
sins through faith in Christ without the works of the law), “which St. Peter 
here preaches and establishes with the testimony of all Prophets and the 
whole Scripture, and who do not cease to persecute on that account pious, 
innocent persons, pretending that they are the Church and flaunting this 
name to the utmost against us, while they bear witness against them- selves 
with their doctrine, faith, and work, believing and teaching contrary to the 
witness of all Prophets and therefore of the whole Church. They certainly 
cannot be the Church of Christ, since they so boldly and impudently 
contradict St. Peter and all Scripture, yea, tread Christ Himself, the Head, 
under foot in His Word. No, they are the accursed band of the wicked devil 
and the worst enemies of the Christian Church, worse and more harmful than 
any heathen and Turks.” 

To judge the Papal Church in so far as it curses the Christian doctrine of 
justification and seeks to banish it from the Church and the world, we used 
to say:'°”) "There can be no greater enemy of the Church of God than the 
Papacy. The Church lives in and through the doctrine of justification. This is 
the spiritual lust for life that Christians breathe: ‘My God is merciful to me, a 
poor sinner, and makes me saved not on account of my 


tia et cmitate, quae m cordibus eorum per Spiritum Sanctum diffundatur at que illis 
inhaeret, aut gratiam, qua iustificamur, esse tantum favorem Dei, anathema sit. [“If 
anyone says that men are justified either by the sole imputation of the justice of 
Christ or by the sole remission of sins”] 

1572) Gal. 5:4; 2 Cor. 3:6. 1573) Apology 151, 271; 270, 98. 


1574) Vortréige tiber die Lehre von der Rechtfertigung. St. Louis 1889, p. 65 f. 
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works or my own worthiness, but for the sake of His incarnate Son, Jesus 
Christ, my Savior.’ So that this teaching could be preached, the Son of God 
came down from heaven and shed the blood of God on the cross. And this 
doctrine, which is the actual lust for life of Christians, and in which the fruit 
of the death of the Son of God is expressed - this is the doctrine that the pope 
not only constantly seeks to tear out of the hearts of Christians in every 
possible way, by leading them through his false worship to their own works 
and to the works of the saints, but the pope also expressly curses this 
doctrine. Yes, the Pope curses all those who think that they will become 
righteous and saved for Christ's sake by grace alone. And although the Pope, 
through his entire ecclesiastical system and even through terrible curses, 
deprives Christians of the only means by which they can be saved, he in turn 
binds the consciences of people to himself through lying powers, signs and 
wonders and through the assertion that no one can be saved who is not 
subject to the Pope. Tell me yourself, can there be a greater enemy of the 
Church than the Pope? What worse thing can happen to the Church than that 
the doctrine of justification is taken away from her, whereby she alone lives 
and exists? If someone takes away my bodily life, he can no longer do me 
any greater harm in earthly things afterwards. In this way, the Pope takes 
away the life of the Church, the spiritual life, by officially taking away the 
doctrine of justification. — 


How foolish it is, therefore, 
if in more recent times in Napoleon III one has wanted to see the Antichrist, 
and some have for some years now even wanted to see Boulanger as 
Antichrist. It is also true that the apparently unbelievers are furious enemies 
of the Church. But what Christians have to think of the outspoken 
unbelievers, they know. They are not 
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deceived by them. — 
Why this 


strange and sad fact that almost all modern 'believing' theologians are 
searching for the Antichrist, while the same one is doing great and powerful 
work in the Church before their eyes? 


. [must confess from my own experience that I only became vividly 
convinced in my conscience that the Pope was the Antichrist when I 
realized, on the one hand, what the doctrine of justification is and what 
significance this doctrine has for the Church, and, on the other hand, that the 
Papacy has its true nature in the denial and cursing of the doctrine of 
justification, and that it binds consciences in itself by the appearance of piety 
and by the claim to be the alone saving Church.” 


Modern Protestant theology and the doctrine of justification. “ 

Already Dollinger in his lectures on the reunification of the Christian 
church expressed the perception that the majority of modern Protestant 
theologians had placed themselves on the Roman platform in the doctrine of 
justification. '°”>) More recently, Joseph Pohle writes: 1°’ 


.” To the extent indicated 
by Pohle, the Christian doctrine of justification has not vanished from the 
world. The so-called Missourians are not only in the state of Missouri and in 
Saxony, but in all states of the Union, in Canada and South America, and in 
all parts of the world except Africa. Furthermore, justification by faith 
without the works of Law is still preached by many outside the Missouri 
Synod and the Saxon Free Church. This doctrine is believed by all Christians 
throughout the world, including those who are imprisoned in the outer 
confederation of the Papal Church. !°”” But it is true 


1575) Lehre u. Wehre 1872, p. 352. 
1576) Catholic Encyclopedia VII, 576 [Google Bks]. 
1577) Cf. on the agreement of all Christians in the doctrine of justification p. 


621. 
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that the more recent Protestant theology, 
and now wants to determine 


Christian doctrine from "experience" and other subjective standards, has 
broken with the Christian doctrine of justification. We have seen that the 
doctrine of justification presupposes and understands in itself: 


; 3. the origin of faith in 
the Word of the Gospel through the action of the Holy Spirit in the Word 
without human involvement, 4. the appropriation of the forgiveness of sins 
pronounced in the word of the Gospel sola fide, without interference of the 
"transformation of humanity" or of faith as an "ethical act" or "seed of good 
works". Thus certainly modern theology, not only the negative but also the 
positive, denies all these factors, namely, the satisfactio vicaria as too 
legalistic and juridical, the presentation of salvation not only by the word of 
the Gospel, but is mediated by the appearance of the "historical Christ", 
teaches synergistically in relation to the emergence of faith ("self-decision", 
"self-setting"), and grasps faith in justification as a moral act or as a seed of 
renewal or as a means of implantation in the new humanity: so surely it 
(modern Protestant theology) has passed over into the Roman and enthusiast 
camp. }°7®) It also manifests this 


1578) Cf. the section on modern reconciliation theories and their effect on the 
doctrine of justification p. 429 ff., on the effect of synergism on the doctrine of 
justification p. 591 ff. Walther, L. uw. W. 1872, p. 352:"A theology that makes faith 
the very act of man and seeks the reason why certain people become saved while 
others are lost, in their free personal decision, in their behavior, in their participation, 
differs from the Roman doctrine of justification only in its terminology". — That 
Ritschl could evoke the idea that he was presenting the Christian doctrine of 
justification in whole or in part can only be explained by 


. What Ritschl presents in three volumes on "Justification and 
Reconciliation" can be briefly summarized in two statements: 1. Ritschl invites man 
to imagine that God is merciful to sinners without the vicarious satisfaction; 2. 


Ritschl invites man to "religious functions" (faith in divine providence, trust in all 
circumstances, 
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by repeating the suspicions of the Christian doctrine of justification that 
belong to this camp, namely the slander that this doctrine, because it is too 
"juridical" and "intellectualistic", harms sanctification and good works. 

— Here too we point out again that the representatives of modern theology 
do not always put into practice their theories, which however deny 
Christianity, but in their dealings with God and especially in the distress of 
death they forget their "ethical" conception of justification, find their only 
consolation in Rom. 3:28; Jn. 3:16; Jn. 1:29; 1 Jn. 1:7 etc. and thus actually 
refute themselves. !°””) But this does not negate the duty to combat their 
foundering theories with all seriousness as a dangerous poison for the 
Christian Church. 18° 


humility, patience, prayer) in order to "experience" in this way "the personal certainty 
of reconciliation." The whole thing is a play with non-entia, because God's grace 
"without consolation" (Luther) is a non-ens. — Ihmels also takes a vacillating 
position with respect to justification. In Zentralfragen (p. 119) he seems to admit an 
objective justification, but in RE. 9 XVI, 506 he firmly denies it, not wanting to give 
up "the content" to faith: Deum placatum esse [“God is appeased”’], quoting from 
Corp. Ref. VI, 580 the words attributed to Melanchthon: Horribilis impietas est 
dicere, omnibus hominibus, etiam non credentibus, remissa esse peccata. [“It is a 
horrible impiety to say that the sins of all men, also of the unbelievers, are forgiven”’] 
First of all this sentence directly contradicts Scripture (2 Cor. 5:19: pn AoyiGopevoc 
avtoic TA MAPATTHLATA avTmv), and secondly it destroys any possibility of teaching 
justification through faith. By the way, it is uncertain whether the document from 
which this sentence is taken was written by Melanchthon. Cf. the editor's preliminary 
remark (1. c., p. 579) and the postscript to the signature "Haec subscriptio non legitur 
in codice [p. 587: “This signature is not readable in the manuscript.” — Google 
Translate]. I do not consider Melanchthon to be the author, because the Latin style is 
simpler, more definite and less rhetorical than Melanchthon's. However, the denial of 

consistent with Melanchthon's position, insofar as his 
theological thought was dominated by synergism. Therefore, in 1530 and 1536 he 
was inclined to sacrifice the sola fide, which then actually happened in the Leipzig 
Interim. (G. Plitt, RE. 2 VI, 777.) Synergism implies the denial of objective 
reconciliation and sola fide. 

1579) Cf. the examples given on p. 442 ff. 

1580) On the place of modern theology in the doctrine of justification: Nitzsch- 
Stephan, Dogmatik, p. 682 ff; Inmels, RE.3 XVI, 482 ff; Luthardt, Dogm., p. 314 ff; 
Luthardt, Glaubenslehre, p. 458 ff; Holtzmann, Neutest. Theol. Il, 131 ff; Hoenecke, 
Dogmatik, IW, 355 ff; G. Schulze-Walsleben, Lehre u. Wehre 1893, p. 80 ff; H. 
Schmidt, RE. 2 XII, 576 f. 


